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Glossary 
 Noted below is a list of the most important terminologies and abbreviations used 
throughout this thesis which are deemed most important:  
Extrinsic religiosity: considering religion as a social convention, a self-serving 
instrumental method shaped to suit oneself (J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Donahue, 1985a). 
Intrinsic religiosity: considering religion as a meaning-endowing framework through 
which all of life is understood (J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Donahue, 1985a). 
Moral courage: a commitment to moral values, an awareness of the danger involved in 
supporting those values, and a willingness to endure that danger (Kidder, 2003). 
Moral efficacy: an individual’s belief in their capability to organise and mobilise the 
motivation, cognitive resources, means, and the required actions in order to attain moral 
performance within a given moral domain, whilst persisting in the face of moral danger 
(Hannah et al., 2011). 
Moral ownership: the sense of psychological responsibility people feel over the nature 
of their own actions and those of others around them (Hannah, Avolio, & May, 2011). 
Psychological risk perception: the risk that the selection of a particular product or 
service will have negative influences on the consumer’s peace of mind or self-perception 
(Garner, 1986; Taylor, 1974).  
Social risk perception: the risk that the selection of a particular product or service will 
negatively affect others’ perceptions of the consumer (Garner, 1986; Taylor, 1974). 
Religious scholars: In this thesis, the term will refer to those Islamic religious scholars 
who are recognised as having leading knowledge of Islamic learning and theology. They 
issue fatāwā (new religious rulings; singular: fatwā) that allow or prohibit Muslims from 
consuming particular brands, goods or services (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). An example of 
a famous and greatly revered religious scholar is the Grand Mufti of Saudi Arabia.  
FM: FRIEND MAKER, a fake brand name for a fictional social media website that is 
going to be used in the fictional scenarios throughout the thesis.  
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TL: THE LIFE, a fake brand name for a fictional dancing school that is going to be used 
in the fictional scenarios throughout the thesis.   
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Abstract 
Religion remains a significant influence in many people’s lives. It affects human 
behaviour in terms of the demarcation of thoughts, values, moral standards and attitudes. In 
the literature, religiosity has been shown to affect consumer decision making, ethical beliefs 
and judgments. However, due to the sensitivity of religion and problems related to theoretical 
conceptualisation and measurement, religiosity as it relates to consumer behaviour has been 
under-researched (Cleveland & Chang, 2009; Swimberghe, Flurry, & Parker, 2011). This 
means that there is still a need to develop a more robust theoretical understanding of how 
individual religiosity impacts consumer behaviour (Vitell, 2009). This thesis contributes to 
that knowledge by helping to explain the influence of religiosity on consumers’ perception of 
risk.  
Perceived risk is a critical factor in the adoption of new products. In religious societies, 
newly introduced products may undergo further scrutiny if the offering contains any 
religiously questionable attributes that may be perceived as potential threats to the religious 
order. Religious scholars often take positions for or against new products citing religious 
values and norms. The rulings of these religious scholars often influence the process of 
adoption of these new products. Nevertheless, with the passage of time, the power of these 
rulings tends to diminish as the product grows in popularity and is accepted by others.  
Literature examining the relationship between marketing and intrinsic and extrinsic 
religiosity has confirmed the impact of religiosity on consumer risk perception by focusing 
on perceived performance risk. This thesis examines the effect of religiosity on perceived 
psychological and social risk in a consumption setting. Based on insights from Hunt-Vitell’s 
general theory of marketing ethics, this thesis conducted two studies using fictional scenarios 
to address three research questions. Consumer religiosity was conceptualised using the 
concept of religious motivation (intrinsic religiosity, social extrinsic religiosity and personal 
extrinsic religiosity). The results confirm that religiosity significantly impacts perceived 
psychological and social risk. 
Specifically, Study One examined the direct relationships between each of the religious 
motivation dimensions and perceived psychological and social risk (RQ1). Through a survey 
design method, Muslim participants (n = 947) from Saudi Arabia, Australia, Canada, New 
Zealand, the United Kingdom or the United States answered questions measuring their level 
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of religiosity. They were then presented with a fictional scenario about a new product 
containing a religiously questionable attribute. This was followed by questions measuring 
their risk perceptions. After that, subjects received another scenario with a different product 
from a different category to control for any impact of product preference. Scenarios were 
randomised to control for order effects. 
A path analysis using structural equation modelling (SEM) was performed to examine the 
relationships between constructs in Study One. Results confirmed the positive relationship 
between intrinsic religiosity and both psychological and social risk perception. However, the 
impact of intrinsic religiosity on perceived psychological risk was stronger than its impact on 
perceived social risk. Social extrinsic religiosity was negatively associated with perceived 
psychological risk whereas it was positively associated with perceived social risk. Personal 
extrinsic religiosity had no relationship with either perceived psychological or social risk. 
Study Two built on this foundation by introducing a measure of behaviour to better 
understand the impact of religiosity. The concept of moral potency was introduced to explain 
the gap between knowing and doing, and this construct was proposed as a moderator of the 
relationship between consumer religiosity and consumer risk perception. Study Two also 
considered the impact of warnings from religious scholars. Study Two examined the role of 
moral potency in moderating the impact of consumer religiosity on perceived psychological 
and social risk (RQ2). It also investigated the power of religious scholars’ opinions in 
forming risk perceptions (RQ3). It used a post-test only, 2 x 2 experimental design and 
collected data from Muslim consumers (n = 2860) living in Saudi Arabia, Australia, Canada, 
New Zealand, the United Kingdom or the United States. All participants began by answering 
questions measuring religiosity and moral potency. After that, each participant was assigned 
randomly to one of the four experimental conditions in the 2 x 2 factorial design. The factors 
in the scenario were product popularity (Popular, Unpopular) and presence of warning 
(Warning, No warning). Study Two used the same fictional products that were used in Study 
One.  
Multi-group moderation analysis through SEM and ANOVA were the main analytical 
tools utilised in Study Two. Results reinforced the existence of a direct impact of intrinsic 
religiosity and social extrinsic religiosity on perceived psychological and social risk. 
However, in contrast to Study One, a significant relationship between personal extrinsic 
religiosity and perceived risk was also confirmed. In addition, findings confirmed that moral 
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potency strengthens the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk 
perception. No moderation effect was found regarding the relationships between extrinsic 
religiosity and risk perception.  
The impact of intrinsic religiosity on the perceived psychological risk is strongest for 
unpopular products that are warned against by religious scholars. The impact of social 
extrinsic religiosity on perceived social risk is also strong when the product is unpopular and 
is warned against by these religious scholars. Popular products which have not been the 
subject of warnings had the weakest relationship between religiosity and risk perception, but 
the relationship was still significant. 
This thesis contributes to marketing theory and practice. In theoretical terms, it extends 
the literature on consumer religiosity, consumer risk perception and moral potency. It also 
provides an empirically tested model describing impacts of consumer religiosity on perceived 
psychological and social risk. Further, it confirms that the relationship between intrinsic 
religiosity and psychological risk perception is moderated by moral potency. This thesis is 
one of the first studies to apply the concept of moral potency in a consumer context. It is also 
one of the few studies describing the role of religious scholars (religious leaders in the 
community) in the process of consumer behaviour. Practically, this research suggests that 
even in this era of globalisation, religion should still be considered as an important factor 
when introducing a new product. A better understanding of religious beliefs within a target 
market along with the influential role of religious scholars can help marketers identify and 
address potential issues before they become problems and potentially stunt product adoption. 
The thesis provides some practical suggestions to help businesses in how to deal with such 
issues. 
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Part I: Introduction to Thesis 
1 Chapter One: Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 
Cultural factors are considered to be one of the critical influencers upon marketing 
decisions (Tse, Lee, Vertinsky, & Wehrung, 1988) and consumer behaviour (Maheswaran & 
Shavitt, 2000). Religion is one of the key elements of culture (Sood & Nasu, 1995). When 
thinking about religion in the context of marketing and consumer behaviour, the perception 
may be that religious rulings and religious norms affect only purchasing decisions and 
choices which are related to products considered prohibited for religious reasons. For 
example, Hinduism prohibits the consumption of beef products, while in Islam, religious 
values and norms prohibit gambling. However the influence of religion on marketing and 
consumer decision making is an issue far more complex than one which is simply limited to 
product prohibition, or services which are contentious within individuals’ or communities’ 
religious norms (Vitell, 2009).  
As an exemplar of this, Good Friday is arguably the most sacred of all Christian holidays 
(Holcomb, 2013). Until recent times in Australia, there was almost an absolute market 
shutdown on Good Friday in order to give weight to the sense of spiritual solemnity (Young, 
2014). The Australian Football League (AFL) games (a game as culturally prominent in 
Australia as football [soccer] is in much of the rest of the world) which are commonly played 
on Fridays, have never been scheduled on Good Friday. However, recently, the AFL 
Commission approved scheduling matches on Good Friday, from the 2016 season (Bowen, 
2014). This is purely a business decision capitalising on the opportunity of people being away 
from work because of the public holiday. Christian religious leaders indicated the risk of this 
decision, from their perspective, by portraying it as an achievement of commercialisation that 
would undermine the religious importance of the day (Young, 2014). Traditionally observant 
Christian people might claim that buying tickets for entertainment on a holy day means an 
increase in the risk of losing another chance for quiet reflection (Young, 2014). Would these 
reactions be different if AFL decision makers consulted the Christian religious leaders before 
making such a decision? Will the application of this business decision have any significant 
impact on the brand reputation and image of AFL among its target customers? It remains 
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unclear as yet, but these questions reveal the importance of the comprehensive understanding 
of religious influences on marketing and consumption. 
Another pertinent example of religion playing a part in consumerism was evident when 
the first online sex-shop was launched in a Middle-Eastern Islamic society. As the business 
was designed to target Middle Eastern consumers, the owner (an Arab-American 
entrepreneur) sought approval from Islamic religious scholars (Daily Mail Reporter, 2013). 
The business-owner was granted authorisation from religious leaders with the condition that 
no prohibited promotional activities (such as images of lingerie-clad models) were to be 
allowed (Figure ‎1.1). However, members of the target market still held many concerns. Some 
of these concerns were of a religious nature. Taking into consideration that Islamic cultures 
view sex as an intimacy reserved for the sanctity of marriage, it is reasonable to deduce that 
some Muslim consumers were not only uncomfortable with the introduction of an online-sex 
shop within their community, but they also perceived some kinds of risks. Firstly, depending 
on the degree to which individuals commit to Islamic norms, it is probable that the 
introduction of the online sex-store into an Islamic–dominant place could cause community 
members to perceive concerns about the prohibition of buying sexual products or using such 
a website. Secondly, individuals may perceive a risk related to how their decision to access 
such a shop may influence others within their community, particularly with regard to how 
they might be perceived. Despite these risks or concerns, based on the traffic on the website 
and the number of likes on its Facebook page, it seems that the shop has been running well 
and has been gaining popularity in its target region.  
 
Figure ‎1-1 front page of the online sex shop targeting Muslim customers 
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Further examples showing the complexity of religion influencing consumers’ adoption 
processes for new products was evident when reality televisions programs, such as Big 
Brother and The Academy, were first introduced to Middle Eastern countries, especially the 
Gulf States: Initially, the programs received mass criticism due to their controversial 
inclusion of content which was seen to be against the religious norms in the region. Big 
Brother had to stop after 11 days of broadcasting, causing losses of US$2.6 Million (Agence 
France-Presse, 2004). Another program, Arab Idol, even after its second successful season, 
was the subject of press reports containing strong criticisms from Islamic religious scholars 
and their followers, calling it blasphemous, irreligious and immoral. This was due to its 
presentation of romantic songs, unveiled female singers, and mixing of genders and 
presenters in ornate Western-style dress (Akram, 2013; Billboard, 2013). However, 
unexpectedly, because of the popularity of these kinds of shows, some businesses have 
provided local versions of these shows while trying to be in line with the local religious 
norms. For instance, in one region of Saudi Arabia musical performances and female 
contestants were banned from a Saudi Got Talent program, due to the perception that they 
contradicted religious norms in that region (ABC News, 2012). 
All of these examples indicate that new products or business decisions that may be 
religiously questionable will carry levels of perceived risk for some consumers (Garner, 
1986; Taylor, 1974). These risk perceptions or “risk feelings” may then affect consumer 
decision making and the adoption process of the products. Research indicates that the risk 
consumers feel or perceive when confronted with new products is a significant part of their 
future consumption choices (Sweeney, Soutar, & Johnson, 1999). The relationship between 
individuals’ religiosity and their risk feeling, when confronted with new products, remains 
unclear in the literature. Moreover, the religious scholars’ roles in such issues and the reasons 
for the shifts from concerns and criticism to full adoption and popularity have been neither 
examined nor explained theoretically. Therefore, this thesis seeks to explain and understand 
the nature of the association between religious factors and the related consumer risk 
perceptions, along with the roles which religious scholars play in these associations. In doing 
so, this thesis will make use of insights from two theories, The General Theory of Marketing 
Ethics (Hunt & Vitell, 1986, 1993, 2006) and the Theory of Moral Potency (Hannah & 
Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). 
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This chapter outlines the structure of the thesis, which aims to investigate the 
relationships between consumer religiosity, the extent of psychological and social risk 
perception, and the effect of moral potency as a moderator under specific circumstances. As 
the latter mentions, circumstances reflect the situation where the adoption of a new product 
demonstrates varying degrees of popularity among the consumers’ internal network of friends 
and family, and their external network of opinion leaders, such as religious scholars. This 
chapter briefly discusses the background, theoretical foundation, research gap and research 
aims, and furthermore, will briefly present the methodology. Finally, this chapter will 
illustrate the definitions, scope of research and contributions to the area of consumer 
behaviour theory and practice. 
1.2 Background 
Marketing strategies, tactics or even reactions over events occurring in a given market, 
which mainly aim to reach consumers’ satisfaction, may experience serious consumer 
backlash if they conflict with the religious norms of their target audience (Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013; Swimberghe et al., 2011). The US retailer Wal-Mart has experienced strong 
consumer criticisms from religious groups twice. First, when Wal-Mart decided to adopt the 
term ‘holiday’ over ‘Christmas’ and second, when Wal-Mart announced the support of same-
sex marriage (Swimberghe et al., 2011). However, consumer backlash or negative reaction 
towards business activities that conflicts with religion is not unidimensional. Reactions vary 
depending on the degrees to which consumers commit to their religious beliefs. These 
degrees of commitments are called religiosity. Religiosity can be defined as a belief in a God, 
accompanied by a commitment to follow principles believed to be set forth by that God 
(McDaniel & Burnett, 1990). It has also been defined as a construct which plays an important 
role in constructing spiritual knowledge, beliefs, values and social normative systems. 
Research has demonstrated that the moral identity of a highly religious person is often very 
different to that of a non-religious individual (Vitell et al., 2009). This may be because 
individuals with a high level of religiosity view ideals regarding ethical values very 
differently when compared to individuals with low levels of religiosity (Vigil, 2009; Vitell & 
Paolillo, 2003; Vitell, Paolillo, & Singh, 2005). This indicates that a consumer’s level of 
religiosity can have a significant impact on consumer perceptions, attitudes and behaviours 
(Swimberghe et al., 2011). 
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In the case of launching new products into predominantly religiously conservative target 
audiences, it has been observed that new products that contain any religiously questionable 
attributes are met with criticism from leading religious scholars and strongly religiously 
observant people (El-Tahri & Smith, 2005; Ibahrine, 2008). Introducing products such as the 
telephone and television to Saudi Arabia (El-Tahri & Smith, 2005), and the recent 
introduction of trends such as reality television, and social media such as Facebook and 
Twitter (Kraidy, 2009), have all incurred some level of criticism from senior religious figures 
with their followers assuming the existence of controversial religious problems within these 
new trends. These concerns come sometimes from the Grand Mufti himself—Saudi Arabia’s 
religious leader—who recently warned Muslims about the risks involved with social media 
such as Twitter (Al Arabiya, 2012b).  
More recently, a 30-second commercial for an upcoming Arabic TV series, called I Love 
You Yesterday, Tomorrow and After Tomorrow, has encouraged huge controversy in the 
Middle East over a scene interpreted by viewers to be about incest. Religious activists were 
extremely vocal in the media, asking Muslims to boycott the channel (Al-Naqeeb, 2014). The 
problem has increased to the extent that it reached the Grand Mufti, who commented by 
reinforcing the prohibition and unethicalness of discussing sexual relations among relatives in 
any drama (An-Nahar, 2014). Some religious members of the Kuwaiti Parliament stressed the 
need to immediately stop broadcasting these kinds of “undignified” shows in order to protect 
Islam and its teachings (Al-Naqeeb, 2014). Although the TV network denied that this series 
discussed incest and tried to clarify the scene, it responded to the pressure from the public, 
Islamic religious scholars and religious political leaders by postponing the airing of the series. 
Nevertheless, while these new products and services have faced criticism during their 
introduction phases, the broader population have grown to accept them over time as they 
become more mainstream. One shift in attitude is evident through the rise of Facebook, which 
despite its initial criticism by prominent Islamic religious scholars such as Almunajed (2011), 
has seen a sharp rise in subscribers. Research into Facebook marketing demonstrated that, 
between 2010 and 2013, the number of Saudi users doubled to 2.3 million (SocialBakers, 
2013). Alongside the growth of Facebook, there have also been other increases in the use of 
social media platforms, including Twitter and YouTube. Information obtained through the 
London-based Saudi newspaper, Asharq Al-Awsat, showed that Saudi nationals using Twitter 
had also increased by 240% between 2009 and 2010. A report by Al Arabiya (2012a) also 
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claimed that, based on population percentage, Saudi viewers have more hits on YouTube than 
viewers from any other country.  
Thus, it can be seen that there is a range of risk perceptions arising with the introduction 
of new products to a religious society, which lead to criticism and slow adoption of these 
products. However, it can also be seen that, even with extreme criticism, such products can 
be successful, although delayed in penetrating the market. Accordingly, examining and 
explaining the nature of the roles of people’s religions in the rise of risk perception at the 
point of introduction of products will suggest solutions to avoid late adoption. Further, from a 
theoretical viewpoint, some examination of these issues will improve the theoretical 
understanding of the complexity of the relationship between religiosity and consumption. The 
following section will briefly discuss the theoretical foundation of this thesis. 
1.3 Theoretical foundation 
Links between religion and business go back centuries, however these links did not 
appear in contemporary business literature until Culliton (1949, p. 265) stated that “religion 
has something to offer business” (in Vitell, 2009). Hirschman (1981) was one of the first 
marketing academics to specifically investigate the link between religiosity and consumer 
behaviour (Cutler, 1991). His research into American Jewish ethnicity suggests that religious 
affiliation should be viewed as a variable with a large potential influence on marketing and 
consumer behaviour. Since the work of Hirschman, two research streams have developed 
which effectively investigated the links between religiosity and consumer behaviour. The first 
stream focused on religiosity and consumers’ perceptions, evaluations and decision making 
(e.g. Y. Choi, 2010; Y. Choi, Paulraj, & Shin, 2013; Delener, 1990, 1994; Essoo & Dibb, 
2004; McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Wilkes, Burnett, & Howell, 
1986). The second stream focused on religiosity as a variable affecting morality, ethical 
beliefs, judgments and intentions (e.g. Chen & Tang, 2012; J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; 
Sparks & Pan, 2010; Vitell et al., 2009; Vitell & Muncy, 1992, 2005; Vitell et al., 2005; 
Vitell & Paolillo, 2003; Vitell, Paolillo, & Singh, 2006; Vitell, Singh, & Paolillo, 2007). The 
main contrast between these streams was that one concentrated on consumer decision making 
processes, while the other one converged on ethical beliefs and considerations.  
An important contribution to this field of research was Hunt and Vitell’s (1993) 
incorporation of religion into the theoretical framework of the revised version of The General 
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Theory of Marketing Ethics. This theory addresses situations in which consumers confront 
perceived problems that may have an influence on their ethical beliefs. To resolve ethical 
problems, consumers perceive various possible alternatives, or actions, that might be taken to 
achieve this (Hunt & Vitell, 2006). The theory states that there are five different factors 
which influence how consumers perceive the probabilities of consequences and ethical 
judgments, which include: cultural environment, professional environment, industrial 
environment, organisational environment and personal characteristics. When studying the 
correlation between these factors, religion was introduced as a facet of both cultural 
environment and personal characteristics. 
 This theory suggests that, depending on the extent of religiosity, the customer may 
experience differences in the way that they perceive consequences, along with ethical 
judgments (Hunt & Vitell, 1993). Recognising that there are many factors at play, including 
several dimensions of the cultural environment and personal characteristics, is an important 
step in understanding the significance of religion in consumer decision-making. Using insight 
from Hunt and Vitell’s General Theory of Marketing Ethics, this thesis builds on research 
perspectives from the two above-mentioned research streams. The direct relationships 
between consumers’ religiosity and consumers risk perception add to what has been done in 
the first research stream, while the roles of moral potency in these impacts contribute to the 
second research stream. The following section will address issues related to consumer 
decision making and religiosity.  
1.4 Consumer decision making and religiosity 
Religion and an individual’s level and type of religiosity affect human behaviour in terms 
of the demarcation of moral standards, thoughts, judgments, attitudes and actions (Cohen & 
Hill, 2007). A person’s level of religiosity influences his or her preferences and choices when 
buying products (Y. Choi et al., 2013; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Wilkes et al., 1986), and 
consumer decision-making generally (Y. Choi, 2010; Swimberghe et al., 2011). More 
specifically, it can be said that religion can directly influence consumer favouritism through 
religious doctrine (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Pace, 2013). An example of this is seen in 
the eating habits of Muslims, who will often select Halal food when buying or eating out, just 
as Hindu consumers will refrain from eating beef. This is due to the individual’s choice, or 
sense of duty, to follow their religion’s teachings.  
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Religiosity has been shown to influence consumption indirectly by significantly 
contributing to an individual’s norms, ethical beliefs and values (Bailey & Sood, 1993; Essoo 
& Dibb, 2004; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). For instance, many Muslims believe that 
collecting interest on money is considered a serious sin. This affects how they use financial 
services, and how banks target and communicate with these religious customers. Another 
instance could also be seen in the Islamic practice of wearing a headscarf, a religious norm 
that can often affect the way in which Muslim women engage with fashion.  
However, due to the complex and personal nature of religiosity and issues relating to its 
conceptualisation and measurement, religiosity as a subject related to consumer behaviour 
has continued to be under-researched (Cleveland & Chang, 2009; Swimberghe et al., 2011). 
As a result, there is still a need to develop a more advanced understanding of how religiosity 
impacts on consumer behaviour (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Swimberghe et al., 2011; 
Vitell, 2009). As the risk that consumers perceive when confronted with new products is a 
significant part of their future consumerist choices (Sweeney et al., 1999), an empirical 
investigation should be undertaken of consumer’s perceived risks, as caused by their level of 
religiosity, and which pays due attention to the inclusion of religiously questionable attributes 
in a product. The following section will introduce the perceived relationship between 
perceived risk and religiosity.  
1.5 Consumer risk perception and religiosity 
Whenever a consumer interacts or engages with a new product, there is always the 
possibility of perceived risk. Risk perception is a critical construct of consumer behaviour 
and has the power to generate anxiety, stress and uncertainty about the possible impacts of 
consumers’ decisions (Taylor, 1974). The General Theory of Marketing Ethics posits that 
highly religious consumers evaluate the consequences of decisions based on their religious 
norms, while less religious consumers evaluate products based on the possible situational 
consequences surrounding themselves (Hunt & Vitell, 2006). Similarly, the concept may also 
be applied for risk perception, and it can be argued, theoretically, that high levels of 
religiosity heighten the feeling of risk when adopting and using new or innovative products, 
especially if those products contain religiously questionable aspects. However, such a 
proposition requires conceptual and empirical evidence to be confirmed.  
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Research from Delener (1990) confirmed that the impact of consumer religiosity on 
perceived risk was significant in affecting the consumer decision making process. However, 
while investigating this relationship, Delener considered the perceived risk of product 
performance as representative of the overall risk perception. This has weakened the 
significance of the output of such research, because it conceptualised the perceived risk as a 
single dimensional construct when linked to religiosity. It is important to understand that one 
dimension of risk perception cannot be viewed as an overall representation of risk (Stone & 
Gronhaug, 1993; Mitchell & Harris, 2005). According to Stone and Gronhaug (1993), 
research investigating perceived risk may choose to focus on just the relevant dimensions 
associated within a specific context. In this circumstance it would not claim to explain the 
overall risk perception.  
Besides performance risk, perceived risk comprises dimensions such as time, financial, 
social, psychological and physical risk. The impact of these risk dimensions on consumer 
behaviour varies according to the context confronted (Stone and Gronhaug 1993). For 
example, a religious consumer purchasing an adult toy from an online sex-shop may perceive 
all kinds of risk, but is likely to experience heightened psychological and social risk in 
particular.  Psychological risk could result from the emotional distress that the purchase and 
use of such a product goes against their religious doctrine. Social risk may be increased due 
to a concern about how friends and family may perceive them if the purchase is revealed.  All 
of the dimensions of perceived risk are capable of influencing consumer decision-making, 
however for the purposes of these studies; there are practical and theoretical bases that 
specifically support social and psychological risk perceptions being more salient to consumer 
religiosity (Swimberghe et al., 2011; Vitell, 2009). 
When a new product is introduced to consumers who are following a particular religion, 
they tend to worry about the possible prohibition of that product. Further, consumers express 
concern about the opinions of their religious scholars regarding the products as well as how 
others would perceive them if they support or use such products. Another outcome observed 
in literature is the transition of some products from criticism to widespread acceptance. These 
factors can be explained by social risk, which is the perception of the self by others, and 
psychological risk, which is the consumer’s peace of mind or self-perception (Garner, 1986). 
As religion provides a means for constructing self-values and social normative systems for 
individuals (Swimberghe et al., 2011), it impacts on social and psychological risk 
10 
 
perceptions. Further, religosity, within the General Theory of Marketing Ethics, affects the 
consumers’ ethical decision making process within a social environment and guides the 
development of personal characteristics and choices (Hunt & Vitell, 2006). Accordingly, 
these studies focus specifically on investigating the relationship between consumer religiosity 
and the psychological and social dimensions of perceived risk. The first research question 
addressed in this thesis examines the relationship between religiosity and psychological and 
social risk. Consequently, after reviewing the literature in the first research stream (religiosity 
with perceptions, evaluations and decision making), Study One will focus on addressing the 
following question: 
 RQ1: What is the nature of the relationship between consumer religiosity and perceptions 
of psychological and social risk? 
  
11 
 
1.6 Religiosity and behaviour, the role of Consumer moral potency 
In Vitell’s (2009) review of religiosity and consumer behaviour, an important observation 
noted was that most academic research has been limited to explaining consumers’ religious 
beliefs and norms. This was aligned with the arguments of Hannah, Avolio and May (2011) 
who stated that the capacity of beliefs and norms accounted for just 20 per cent of the 
variation in the behaviour explained. Hence the question remains, do consumers’ behaviours 
align with their accepted religious beliefs and norms? Simply put, while a consumer with 
high levels of religiosity may demonstrate well-shaped norms and beliefs, it is unknown 
whether the individual will potentially apply his or her values in all circumstances. 
Considering questions such as this, it is apposite to consider the theoretical concept of 
moral potency. First introduced by Hannah and Avolio (2010), it was first postulated in 
organisational business literature to explain how leaders could be encouraged to act according 
to what they believed was right and wrong. Moral potency has been defined as,  
a psychological state marked by an experienced sense of ownership over the moral aspects of 
one’s environment, reinforced by efficacy beliefs in the capabilities to act to achieve moral 
purpose in the domain, and the courage to perform ethically in the face of diversity and persevere 
through challenges (Hannah & Avolio, 2010, p. 292)  
Moral potency includes three components: moral ownership, moral efficacy and moral 
courage (Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). These components provide insights 
into the transference of beliefs into actions (Hannah et al., 2011). This thesis proposes that 
this theoretical concept will be useful in broadening understanding of consumers, especially 
when applied in the context of religiosity.  
There is a possibility for moral potency to play a significant role in determining the 
relationship between consumer religiosity and perceived risk. Specifically, identifying the 
possibility of consumers acting according to their identified level of religiosity will explain 
the strength of the relationship between religiosity and risk perception. Levels of religiosity 
give an indication about people’s beliefs regarding what is right or wrong, as based on 
religious background; whereas moral potency gives an indication about the effectiveness of 
this belief. This thesis proposes that a high level of consumer moral potency enhances the 
impact of a high level of religiosity on consumers’ perceived risk. Therefore, in addition to 
understanding the direct impact of a consumer’s religiosity on perceived risk, it is important 
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to identify to what extent a consumer will allow their religiosity to take effect. This leads into 
the second issue of this thesis: explaining the role of moral potency in the relationship 
between consumer religiosity and perceptions of psychological and social risk. Accordingly, 
after reviewing the literature in the second research stream (religiosity with norms, morality 
and ethical beliefs and judgments), the first part of Study Two will focus on addressing the 
following question: 
RQ2: What is the role of moral potency in the relationship between consumer religiosity 
and perceptions of psychological and social risk? 
1.7 Consumers and the opinions of religious scholars 
When considering the link between religiosity and perceived risk, attention must be paid 
to the potential influences of religious scholars in terms of their influence on product 
adoption in religious communities. It is believed that religious scholars’ opinions may turn 
consumers against such brands or businesses, by suggesting that particular products 
contradict the consumers’ religious faith (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). For example, many 
Muslim consumers are against the idea of life insurance, simply because contemporary 
statements by religious scholars in many Muslim communities (and worldwide) contradict 
this idea and say it is against the belief in Allah’s will (Beck & Webb, 2003).  
Another example of the power of influential religious leaders became apparent in 2006, 
when many Muslim religious scholars called upon the public to boycott Danish products. 
Some of the public statements made by these religious leaders linked the consumption of 
Danish brands with a lack of dedication to Islam, suggesting that these individuals did not 
love the Prophet Mohammad or ‘wish peace upon him’. These calls led to many Danish 
brands being removed from retail shelves and caused a significant decrease in sales 
(Ettenson, Smith, Klein, & John, 2006; Maamoun & Aggarwal, 2008; Muhamad & Mizerski, 
2013).  
However, over time Danish brands eventually regained acceptance and went on to 
become popular in Islamic countries without the need for permission from religious scholars. 
Nowadays, Danish brands can usually be seen openly sitting on shelves in Muslim countries. 
Does this mean that those people who continue to consume Danish brands are not religious 
anymore? Or does it simply suggest that the perceived risk of consuming ‘non-Islamic’ 
brands has been minimised? Whatever the answer, examples such as these and others, like 
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Christian religious leaders comments on the decision to play AFL matches on Good Friday, 
demonstrate the importance of examining and understanding the role of respected community 
and spiritual leaders in influencing consumers’ risk perceptions. So, the second part of Study 
Two will answer the following question: 
RQ3: Do religious scholars’ opinions have significant roles in the relationship between 
consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk? 
1.8 Research gap 
Research indicates that consumer behaviours are influenced by consumers’ religiosity 
(Vitell, 2009). However, the sensitivity of religion as a subject has resulted in a limited 
understanding of the relationship between consumer religiosity and behaviour. Because of 
this, academics have recently begun to demand a greater variety of studies into this area 
(Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Vitell, 2009). By addressing the stated research questions this 
thesis will contribute to the advancement of this research area. 
One issue with previous research is that it looks only at the impact of consumer religiosity 
on the perceived risk of product performance. As performance risk is only one dimension, the 
possible influences of religiosity on other theoretically posited dimensions of risk have not 
yet been investigated. This thesis covers the impact of religiosity on two other dimensions of 
risk: perceived psychological risk and perceived social risk.  
This decision to focus on these two dimensions of risk was taken when construing The 
General Theory of Marketing Ethics. The theory indicates that the impact of religiosity on 
decision making is the result of cultural environment and personal characteristics. The term 
‘cultural environment’ is used to describe the engagement between the individual and his or 
her society. This indicates the significance of social risk: describing how others’ perception 
of consumers can influence the consumers’ perceived risk. The importance of personal 
characteristics refers to one’s internal self-perception or peace of mind. Investigating 
psychological risk perception will describe religiosity’s influence on how consumers look at 
themselves. It is proposed in this thesis that products with religiously questionable attributes 
cause a religious consumer to ask him or herself “Am I doing the right thing?” One of the 
aims of this thesis is to examine and explain that. 
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A second issue identified in previous research is that while an individual’s level of 
religiosity may confirm their beliefs or norms with regard to what is right or wrong, it does 
not necessarily indicate what their decisions or actions will be. Therefore, additional 
information regarding the relationships between religiosity and perceived social and 
psychological risk is required in order to clarify the effectiveness of these relationships in the 
actual decision making that results in the chosen consumer behaviour. The Theory of Moral 
Potency was introduced to understand the difference between what people believe, and how 
they act. In this thesis, this theory will be used for the first time in consumer behaviour 
literature to explore its possible role in explaining the relationship between consumers’ 
religiosity, and their perceived psychological and social risks. 
A third issue is, based on the strength of religiosity; some individuals may seek more 
rules in their lives than others. Therefore, the opinions of religious scholars are seen by many 
as ‘religious rulings’, particularly in regard to those products which have the potential to 
invoke religious questions. It is evident that in some countries or societies, religious scholars 
have the ability to change consumer decision-making and product consumption (Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013). However, although there have been some engagements of religious scholars’ 
opinions on the decision making of religious consumers, very few studies have looked at this 
empirically. Also, whenever influential religious scholars issue warnings about products and 
services there is the potential for risk perception to increase. This thesis aims to examine 
these ideas using empirical methods. 
In section 1.2 examples were presented which indicate that in some contexts, newly 
introduced products with questionable religious attributes receive extreme criticism from 
religious scholars and their followers, who claim that these products are against religious 
values and norms. However, over time, these products have gone on to become very popular 
amongst people in the same community. Accordingly, it is important to explain the reasons 
behind these shifts in social attitudes. This thesis will examine this empirically by proposing 
that consumers’ risk perceptions will differ based on the opinions of religious scholars and 
the popularity of the product. 
In addition, most studies focused on religiosity and consumer behaviour have utilised 
student samples, which limits generalisability (Vitell, 2009). This thesis goes beyond student 
samples in order to gain better accuracy in the output of the study. Furthermore, when 
particular research is conducted on the followers of a religion, the data is normally collected 
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only from a single country, which also limits the usefulness outside of that country. Despite 
their country of origin, religious individuals are often influenced by the surrounding societies, 
meaning that a failure to study samples from various countries of faith can result in a lack of 
valid data. This thesis endeavours to address and overcome this matter by collecting data 
from different countries, which are Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, the 
United Kingdom and The United States of America. Table ‎1.1 summarises the research gaps 
along with the research questions of this thesis. 
All in all, this thesis aims to explain the impact that a consumer’s level of religiosity has 
on their perception of both psychological and social risk, in relation to the purchasing of new 
products that may present, in some manner, controversial religious problems (Religiously 
questionable products). An aim of secondary importance is to examine whether consumer 
moral potency can help improve the explanation of the main relationship between religiosity 
and risk perception. Another secondary aim is to empirically investigate the real role of 
religious scholars in the risk perception of religious consumers. The following section will 
briefly discuss the methodology adopted to address these aims.  
1.9 Research methodology 
To adopt appropriate methodology, researchers need to rely on the nature of the 
phenomenon under investigation, as well as the conditions of knowledge regarding the 
occurrence (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). If there is adequate background to develop 
specific hypotheses, operational definitions, and potential relationships between variables, a 
quantitative approach is recommended (Guba, 1990). This approach also dominates the 
research in marketing, particularly when the main aim of a research study is to investigate 
consumer perception and behaviour (N. J. Lee & Lings, 2008; Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 
2011). Research has extensively argued the effect of religiosity on individual attitudes and 
behaviours, research which has laid the foundation for this thesis. Other constructs such as 
perceived risk and moral potency are also well-defined in the literature. The interdisciplinary 
approach allows for the development of specific hypotheses, which, when tested, will 
appropriately answer the research questions. Consequently, a quantitative methodology has 
been used for this research, and two studies have been conducted using fictional scenarios. 
Study One addresses research question one (RQ1) using a survey design method. Study Two 
focuses on research questions two and three (RQ2 & RQ3) using an experimental design 
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method. In the two studies, the collection of data was conducted in the context of Muslim 
consumers. 
Reasons for doing this research in an Islamic context are beyond the researcher being 
Muslim or the ease of access to the data. Consideration toward Islam should also be a given, 
considering the religion’s rapid growth. At present, Islam as the fastest growing religion with 
an expectation to be the world’s largest religion by the year 2023 (Essoo & Dibb, 2004), a 
fact which demonstrates the growing purchasing power of Muslims. Some of the many 
benefits to potentially come from new segments include production expansion, an increase in 
sales and an expansion of brand awareness. Further, the rise of purchasing power amongst 
Muslims along with their expanding numbers worldwide may also prove to have some 
disadvantages when it comes to business. Research suggests that this is due to the increase in 
religious involvement and conservatism amongst Muslims (Muhamad & Mizerski, 
2013).Therefore, research with Muslim consumers should consider the issue of conservatism. 
 Target audiences in this thesis consist of Muslims from two different environments – 
conservative and secular. While Muslims can live in countries such as Saudi Arabia (which 
are often seen as representative of a conservativeness) they can also co-exist in Western and 
open-minded countries such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the 
United States. Due to the rising number of Muslims who emigrate to Western countries and 
remain faithful to their Islamic values and activities, the influence of Muslims goes far 
beyond their home country (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Collecting the data from a 
conservative Muslim country as well as Islamic communities in the West widens the scope of 
data to cover the growth of the Muslim populations outside the geographic boundaries of 
traditional Islamic countries. 
In Study One, the aim is to examine the direct relationship between consumer religiosity 
and the perceived social and psychological risk. In an electronic questionnaire, respondents 
were asked to answer a series of questions measuring their levels of religiosity, following 
which they faced two fictional scenarios, relating to two different products, each scenario 
represent one unique product. After each scenario, questions measuring social and 
psychological risk perceptions were answered based on the respondents’ interpretation of the 
fictional scenarios. 
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In Study Two, the aims were to examine the role of moral potency and religious scholars’ 
opinions in the relationship between religiosity and perceived risk. Therefore, the 
investigation of the relationship between religiosity and consumer risk perception were done 
under different circumstances using an experimental design method. A two-by-two post-
factorial design experiment has been applied (Popular products vs. Unpopular products) × 
(Warning from religious scholars vs. No warning from religious scholars). Each factorial 
condition was represented by two fictional scenarios. With the function of electronic random 
assignment, initially, respondents were asked to answer questions measuring their level of 
religiosity, after which they were required to answer a series of questions measuring their 
moral potency. Following on from there, participants were randomly assigned to one of the 
four experimental conditions. Each condition was represented by two fictional scenarios, 
relating to the same products that were used in Study One and this was followed by questions 
measuring social and psychological risk perception.  
Measurement of religiosity in studies One and Two was conducted using the 20-item 
religious motivation scale (intrinsic and extrinsic), which was developed by Allport and Ross 
(1967). Meanwhile the measurement of risk perception in both studies was conducted using 
two scales; the 3-item social risk perception scale and the 3-item psychological risk 
perception scale, both of which were developed by Stone and Gronhaug (1993). The 
components of moral potency in study Two were measured by Hannah and Avolio’s (2010) 
12-item moral potency scale; and it is noted that written permission was obtained from the 
scale developer of moral potency and the publisher (see appendix number 14.1). The four 
categories of fictional scenarios were developed by the researcher and went through 
screening steps before they were used in the questionnaires.  
The scenarios that were developed for this research were thoroughly examined by the 
supervisory team before a pre-test was conducted. The pre-test involved showing the various 
scenarios to Muslim respondents in the Brisbane area to determine whether the four 
conditions were distinct and provided the intended manipulations. The results of this pre-test 
were considered and discussed by the researcher and supervisory team to prepare the 
conditions for Study One. All data collection in the two studies was conducted online through 
electronic questionnaires. The summarised details of the research gaps and method are 
provided in Table 1.1. 
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Gaps Research Question How to address Study Research design Target audiences Collected 
Samples 
Gap 1: No previous research has 
examined the relationships between 
religiosity and perceived psychological 
and social risk. Previous research only 
confirms impact of consumer religiosity 
on performance risk. 
RQ1: What is the nature of the 
relationship between consumer 
religiosity and perceptions of 
psychological and social risk? 
 
Examining how 
consumers perceived the 
psychological and social 
risk based on their level 
of religiosity when 
confronted with new 
religiously questionable 
products. 
Study 
One 
Quantitative 
survey design 
 
( electronic 
questionnaire) 
 
 
 
Muslim consumers living in: 
- Saudi Arabia 
(Conservative) or 
- Australia, Canada, New 
Zealand, United Kingdom 
and United States (Open-
minded). 
1026 
participants 
Gap 2: Concept of moral potency was 
introduced to explain the gap between 
believing and doing. As level of 
religiosity confirms people’s beliefs and 
norms but not necessarily indicates their 
decisions or actions, advanced 
explanation of the relationships between 
religiosity and perceived psychological 
and social risk is needed. No previous 
research has investigated the possible 
moderation or mediation roles of moral 
potency on the impact of religiosity on 
consumer risk perceptions. 
 
RQ2: What is the role of moral 
potency in the relationship between 
consumer religiosity and perception 
of psychological and social risk? 
 
Examining whether the 
moral potency construct 
moderates the 
relationships between 
religiosity and perceived 
psychological and social 
risk. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Study 
Two 
 
 
 
Quantitative 
experimental 
design 
( electronic 
questionnaires) 
 
 
 
3126 
participants 
 
Gap 3: Very little research has explained 
the possible impacts of religious 
scholars’ opinions about products on 
consumer behaviour process, and no 
research explained the impacts on 
consumers’ risk perception. 
RQ3: Do religious scholars’ 
opinions have significant roles in 
the relationship between consumer 
religiosity and perceived 
psychological/social risk? 
 
Investigating the possible 
changes in the perceived 
social and psychological 
risk due to religious 
scholars’ opinions. 
 
Table ‎1.1 Summary of research gaps, research questions and methodology 
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1.10 Research contribution 
This thesis aims to make some specific contributions to marketing theory and practice. It 
aims to generally improve the theoretical understanding of the effect of religion on consumer 
behaviour. It does so by examining the relationship between religiosity and two different 
dimensions of perceived risk. This research intends to link part of the cultural environment 
and personal characteristics dimensions of The General Theory of Marketing Ethics to 
perceived social and psychological risk. This research also examines the moderating role of 
moral potency in describing the relationship between religiosity and perceived risk. 
Outcomes of this research also provide marketing practitioners insight into the influence of 
religious scholars on the consumer decision making process, which may be helpful in new 
products development. Finally, such findings provide companies with a better understanding 
of the nature of religious society, which lead to more appropriate, socially responsible and 
religiously sensitive marketing campaigns that will advance the process of the adoption of the 
products. 
1.11 Definition 
This thesis is linked to marketing, psychology and anthropology. The theoretical and 
conceptual framework is revealed and defined in Chapter Two and Chapter Seven, which 
concentrates on reviewing the literature from various disciplines and demonstrating the links 
between previous and current research. This thesis will also draw consideration to the objects 
of investigation. Common research terms, such as context, concept, construct, item, 
experimental design, research question and hypothesis, are used in respect to the definitions 
classified by relevant literature, specifically regarding marketing discipline only (Churchill & 
Iacobucci, 2009; Neuman, 2003). 
1.12 Scope of the research 
Different religions contribute in different ways to shape peoples’ beliefs, norms and 
values. This means religiosity’s effects on individuals’ behaviours as consumers vary from 
one religion to another one. Consequently, it can be argued that this research is intentionally 
limited to Muslim consumers; however the Muslim population consists of approximately 1.8 
billion people and is considered to be the second largest religion on earth. Therefore, the 
contribution of this research will be sound even if it is limited only to one religion. 
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Furthermore, the majority of previous research focusing on religion has been limited to 
Christian consumers, therefore demonstrating that this thesis will provide fresh and relevant 
subject matter. 
This research has been conducted using fictional scenarios. This is artificial. Although 
there are sufficient processes that screen the development of each scenario, a persons’ 
perception of what is written can vary greatly, and some participants may not understand the 
conditions drawn in each scenario. However, the controls which have been applied during the 
development of the research, along with the data collection process, help to reduce these 
kinds of probabilities. For example, all scenarios have been shown to Muslim people from 
Saudi Arabia as well as Australia, in order to give more extensive feedback. Also, a random 
assignment process has been conducted to reduce the potential bias in selecting the 
experimental condition in Study Two. Lastly, collecting demographic data like gender, age 
and educational level helps to generate valuable discussion and extend the scope of the 
research. 
1.13 Thesis outline and structure 
This thesis includes four main parts. The first part, Chapter One, includes only the 
introduction, which aims to provide a general overview of the thesis and the studies to be 
undertaken. The second part of the thesis, which is Study One, will include Chapter Two, 
which aims to identify the gaps in the literature that lead to the study. Chapter Three will 
provide the research question and the theoretical framework of the study undertaken. Chapter 
Four will address the process employed for constructing and designing the appropriate 
methodology. This chapter will also justify the employment of quantitative methodology and 
survey design method. Chapter Five will illustrate the findings of Study One. Chapter Six 
will provide brief discussion of the findings. 
The third part of the thesis will be Study Two. It includes Chapter Seven, which is a 
literature review on religiosity and consumers’ morality and ethical beliefs. Chapter Eight  
will have the research questions and the conceptual framework of the study. Chapter Nine 
addresses the methodology of this study, justifying the application of experimental design 
method for this study. Chapter Ten will provide the results of the study followed by a brief 
discussion of these results in Chapter Eleven. 
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The fourth, and last, part of the thesis is Chapter Twelve. This chapter is an overall 
discussion and conclusion of the thesis. It will provide general discussion and implications of 
the findings from both studies. Specific contribution to theory and practice are given in this 
chapter followed by limitations of the conducted research with some suggestions for future 
projects. Figure 1.2 summarises the thesis structure.  
 
 
 
1.14 Chapter summary 
An overview of the thesis and the underlying concepts is provided in this chapter. The 
phenomenal background, which includes some real world stories, is presented and followed 
by theoretical background about the research area. From here, the research gap section 
discusses the concepts that led to the research questions. The methodological approach and 
procedures are presented with their justification and limitations, and brief contributions are 
RQ1 
RQ2 
RQ3 
Study One 
Quantitative Survey Design 
From Chapter 2 to Chapter 5 
Study One 
Brief 
Discussion 
Chapter 7 
Study Two 
Quantitative Experimental 
Design 
From Chapter 8 to Chapter 10 
 
General 
Discussion and 
Conclusion 
Chapter 12 
Study Two 
Brief 
Discussion 
Chapter 11  
Figure ‎1-2 Summary of the thesis structure 
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followed by definitions, scope of the research and thesis outline. From here, the thesis 
proceeds to Part two, which is Study One. 
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Part II: Study One 
This part of the thesis aims to address research question one (RQ1). It will synthesise the 
pertinent literature (Chapter 2), develop research questions, present hypotheses and illustrate 
the conceptual model (Chapter 3). After that, research methodology and the proposed 
analytical tools will be presented (Chapter 4). Next, findings of the study will be illustrated 
(Chapter 5) followed by a brief discussion (Chapter 6). 
2 Chapter Two: Literature review (Study One) 
This chapter reviews the varying concepts of religiosity, and then addresses the concept 
of religiosity within the current literature of marketing and consumer behaviour. It 
specifically addresses religiosity and consumers’ perceptions, evaluations and decision 
making. 
2.1 Religiosity 
Literature has shown that religion is inextricably merged with some characteristics of 
socio-cultural life (Y. Choi, 2010; Cohen & Hill, 2007; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; 
Schwartz & Huismans, 1995; Tarakeshwar, Stanton, & Pargament, 2003). It is shown to 
affect the behaviours of individuals and relationships within groups, including communities, 
organisations and families (Y. Choi, 2010; Fam, Waller, & Erdogan, 2004; Tarakeshwar et 
al., 2003). It can both directly and indirectly contribute to the formation and shaping of 
individuals’ norms, thoughts, moral standards, opinions, attitudes, socialisations, beliefs and 
decisions making (Y. Choi, 2010; Fam et al., 2004; Wilkes et al., 1986). 
In order to understand religiosity, the concept of religion must first be elucidated. In terms 
of defining religion, although there is an intuitive familiarity with religion among academics 
and, to some extent, the general public, a precise definition of religion has eluded 
philosophers and social scientists for centuries (Guthrie et al., 1980). What one person is 
certain describe someone as religious may be entirely different from another person’s 
understanding. This happens because of the interaction between religion, traditions and 
cultures (Hood, Hill, & Spilka, 2009). Geertz (1993, p. 90) has stated that religion is a system 
of symbols which acts to establish powerful, pervasive, and long-lasting moods and 
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motivations in people. These are created by formulating conceptions of a general order of 
existence which are accepted by the believer as factual and uniquely realistic (Geertz, 1993, 
p. 90). These moods and motivations, which have been produced by the symbolic system of 
religion, lead to different levels of commitment to follow the philosophy and the values of 
any religion. Those levels of commitment are referred to as “religiosity”. In marketing 
literature, rather than focusing on the concept of religion, researchers concentrate on the 
concept of religiosity because it reflects how an individual adopts such a religion, which 
intersects with behaviour (e.g. McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Schneider, Krieger, & Bayraktar, 
2011; Swimberghe et al., 2011; Vitell, 2009; Wilkes et al., 1986).  
 Religiosity can be defined as a belief in a God accompanied by a commitment to follow 
principles believed to be set forth by that God (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990, p. 103). 
Worthington et al. (2003, p. 85) suggested that personal religiosity is the degree to which a 
person adheres to his or her religious values and beliefs, and practices them openly. These 
two definitions suggest that religiosity differs from spirituality, since spirituality engages in 
an exploration of “meaning, unity, connectedness to nature, humanity and the transcendent” 
(Vitell, 2009, p. 156). Religiosity, on the other hand, provides a faith which is committed to 
beliefs, attitudes and behaviours (Emmons, 2005; Vitell, 2009). The uniqueness of religiosity 
contends that it is not a fixed and easily measurable variable, but any individual may innately 
carry a certain degree of it (Abou-Youssef, Kortam, Abou-Aish, & El-Bassiouny, 2011; 
Wilkes et al., 1986). This leads to a review of how researchers have developed ways of 
assessing people’s religiosity. 
Religiosity represents a central determinant of values and human convictions (Vitell & 
Paolillo, 2003). Studies have demonstrated that individuals’ levels of religiosity have 
discernible effects on attitudes and behaviours (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Weaver & Agle, 
2002). Since the mid-1970s, some researchers have attempted to explore the relationships 
between personal religiosity and personal characteristics, and whether such relationships 
provide a basis for examining individual decision making processes (e.g. Barton & Vaughan, 
1976; Y. Choi, 2010; J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Donahue, 1985b; Miller & Hoffmann, 
1995; E. Slater, 1947; Smith, Andrew, & Darwin, 1979; Swimberghe et al., 2011; Tate & 
Miller, 1971; Welch, 1981; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980; Wilkes et al., 1986). These studies, 
however, have produced mixed results (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990).  
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For example, according to McDaniel and Burnett (1990), some studies have indicated that 
religious people were more emotional than less religious people (e.g. Barton & Vaughan, 
1976; E. Slater, 1947). In contrast, another study found that religious people tended to be less 
emotional (e.g. Kahoe, 1974). Rack (1961) indicated that highly religious persons usually 
have lower-self-esteem, while Smith, Andrew and Darwin (1979) found a positive 
association between religiosity and self-esteem. Kohlberg (1981) argued that morality was 
based upon rational opinions and influenced by cognitive development while religious 
reasoning was based upon the revelations of religious authorities. From their viewpoint, 
morality and religiosity were unconnected. In contrast, other studies affirmed that religion 
and morality were strongly linked and personal religiosity was considered to be a platform for 
the ethical nature of behaviour (Geyer & Baumeister, 2005; Magill, 1992). Such mixed 
findings indicate that, regardless of the external influences, religiosity is a subjective trait, 
deeply innate to the individual and its dimensions of expression are not a like in different 
disciplines and contexts (Donahue, 1985a; McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Vitell, 2009; Wilkes 
et al., 1986). The next section will illustrate how previous research conceptualised and 
measured religiosity with a focus on the business and marketing disciplines. 
2.2 Conceptualising religiosity 
When attempting to conceptualise and measure religiosity as a construct, one major 
challenge is the absence of a commonly accepted definition of religiosity (McDaniel & 
Burnett, 1990). Several kinds of measurement approach have been developed throughout the 
literature (some examples are given in Table ‎2.1). Earlier approaches considered a belief in 
God and the extent of church attendance as the only factors to distinguish highly religious 
people from the less religious (e.g. Adorno, Frankel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; 
Allport & Kramer, 1946; Gough, 1951; Rokeach, 1960; Stouffer, 1955). However, in other 
studies it has been argued that simply attending church and believing in God does not reflect 
the involvement and commitment to religious values (Allport & Ross, 1967). Measuring 
religiosity based on denominational membership or religious affiliation has also been 
explored by some academics (e.g. Delener, 1987; Farah & Newman, 2010; Hirschman, 1981, 
1983a, 1983b; Thompson & Raine, 1976). Their fundamental assumption states that the 
power of religious affiliation is constant across religious clusters (Swimberghe et al., 2011). 
However, this argument can lead to some difficulties when attempting to distinguish between 
the effects of characteristics of religious affiliation and those of actual religiousness 
(Swimberghe et al., 2011). Also, in some cases, believers may prefer a particular 
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denomination but have an affiliation with another one (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Roof, 
1980; Swimberghe et al., 2011). Other researchers criticise religious affiliation as too generic 
a definition which does not reflect the actual commitment to and practice of a religion and its 
doctrines (Himmelfarb, 1975; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). 
Wilkes et al. (1986) employed the behavioural sciences’ concept of conformity, which 
states that a person’s whole psychological makeup is structured around the “self” concept 
(Engel & Blackwell, 1982). It has therefore been posited that religiosity is a highly individual 
and multidimensional construct rather than a unidirectional one (De Jong, Faulkner, & 
Warland, 1976). As a result, Wilkes et al. (1986) developed combined items to evaluate 
religiosity: church attendance, importance of religious values, confidence in religious values 
and self-perceived religiousness. McDaniel and Burnett (1990) also conceptualised religiosity 
as multidimensional, identifying two general components of religiosity: religious affiliation 
and religious commitment. They employed an open-ended questionnaire to measure religious 
affiliation. Religious commitment was viewed from both cognitive and conative perspectives.  
This approach was further developed by Worthington et al. (2003). A six-item, five-point 
scale was employed to measure religious commitment. Religiosity has also been viewed 
through religious commitment in other studies (e.g. Essoo & Dibb, 2004; Fam et al., 2004; 
Sood & Nasu, 1995; Swimberghe et al., 2011). Others have sought to explain the primary 
motivation for religiosity in terms of a differentiation between intrinsic and extrinsic 
religiosity (Allport & Ross, 1967; Schaefer & Gorsuch, 1991). Because it is a highly relevant 
approach (Vitell, 2009), the next sub-section will address, in detail, the ways in which 
intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity are used as a conceptual approach for overall religiosity. 
2.2.1 Intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity 
Allport (1950) introduced the concepts of intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity as the 
‘religious orientation scale’ –‘extrinsic religiosity’ is personal and utilitarian, whereas 
‘intrinsic religiosity’ is defined by internalised beliefs regardless of external consequences 
(Allport & Ross, 1967; Schaefer & Gorsuch, 1991). In other words, intrinsic religiosity 
defines religion as a meaning-endowing framework in terms of which all of life is understood 
(J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Donahue, 1985a). In contrast, extrinsic religiosity defines 
religion as a social convention, a self-serving instrumental method shaped to suit oneself (J. 
W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Donahue, 1985a).  
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Extrinsic religiosity can be further explained using two sub-dimensions, social extrinsic 
religiosity and personal extrinsic religiosity (Chen & Tang, 2012; Ghorbani, Watson, 
Ghramaleki, Morris, & Hood, 2002; Ji & Ibrahim, 2007). Social extrinsic religiosity deals 
with aiming to achieve ordinary social goals such as making friends, promoting personal 
interests and gaining social standing and acceptance in the community (Chen & Tang, 2012). 
In some Christian communities it is common after Sunday church services for local shop 
owners to announce a promotion and invite the audience to come and try their products or 
services (Chen & Tang, 2012). In Islam it is strictly prohibited to promote business insides 
mosques, however, it is common to see people promoting their businesses directly after 
prayer times, few meters outside the mosques. According to Chen and Tang (2012), this 
means that the concept of social extrinsic religiosity is concerned more about the usage of 
religion as self-serving rather than practicing religion purely to connect with God. 
Personal extrinsic religiosity focuses on the private individual gains such as happiness, 
relief, comfort and protection (Chen & Tang, 2012; Laufer & Solomon, 2011). A good 
example is when some Muslim people fast the month of Ramadan to achieve better health or 
to lose weight rather than to follow the doctrine of their religion. (El Ati, Beji, & Danguir, 
1995; Roky, Houti, Moussamih, Qotbi, & Aadil, 2004). According to Chen and Tang (2012), 
researchers have always combined personal and social extrinsic religiosity to investigate 
extrinsic religiosity as one overall construct. The reasoning is that personal extrinsic 
religiosity may function similarly to intrinsic religiosity. The argument has been that seeking 
personal comfort and protection are the same as aiming for God’s forgiveness and mercy by 
following religious doctrine. This concept led to very limited empirical research on personal 
extrinsic religiosity (Chen & Tang, 2012). However, the context of any research should be 
taken into account before deciding to conceptualise extrinsic religiosity as one or two 
constructs. Therefore, it is recommended that Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) be 
conducted before testing the relationship between religiosity and any other construct to check 
which one of the two concepts seems most appropriate in terms of the factor loadings for the 
particular context. 
According to Donahue (1985a), when using intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity as 
dimensions of religious motivation, participants are mostly classified by a four-fold typology 
created by median splits of scale scores. Consequently, high intrinsic and low extrinsic scores 
categorise a participant as an intrinsically religious person. Conversely, high extrinsic and 
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low intrinsic scores identify the participant as extrinsically religious. Participants who score 
high in both intrinsic and extrinsic are considered to be ‘indiscriminately pro-religious’. In 
contrast, low intrinsic and extrinsic scores are categorised as non-religious (J. W. Clark & 
Dawson, 1996). This religious orientation or motivation framework is an influential and 
instructive tool in personality-social psychology (Donahue, 1985a). However, there is an 
argument which states that defining religion as means (intrinsic) versus ends (extrinsic) is 
imperfect because all religious searches involve both means and ends, a pathway and 
destination (Pargament, 1992; W. Slater, Hall, & Edwards, 2001).  
Despite this criticism and the rise of a multiplicity of religiosity measures, this religious 
orientation measurement approach has been considered to be one of the most efficient and 
extensively used measurements in the literature (Donahue, 1985a; Vitell et al., 2009). 
Further, this approach has been supported in more than one hundred studies in terms of its 
reliability and validity of the concept and measures (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Based on 
the perception of human motivation, intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity appear to be the 
measures used for studies regarding nearly all religions (Allport & Ross, 1967; Gorsuch & 
McPherson, 1989; Ji & Ibrahim, 2007; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Specifically, it has been 
proven that this approach can be applied to Muslim people (Ghorbani et al., 2002; Ji & 
Ibrahim, 2007), Jewish people (Laufer & Solomon, 2011) as well as Christian people (Chen 
& Tang, 2012; Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012). Therefore, the religious motivation will be 
the approach to conceptualise and measure religiosity in this thesis. 
Table ‎2.1 Approaches of Conceptualising Religiosity 
 Approach of conceptualising 
religiosity 
Authors participate in developing the 
approach 
1  The Belief in God.  
 Church attendance 
 
 
. 
Adorno, Frankel-Brunswik, Levinson & 
Sanford, 1950; Allport & Kramer, 1946; 
Gough, 1951; Rokeach, 1960; Stouffer, 1955 
2   Religious affiliation. Delener, 1987; Farah & Newman, 2010; 
Hirschman, 1981, 1983a, 1983b; Thompson 
& Raine, 1976 
3  Church attendance.  
 Importance of and confidence in 
religious values.  
 Self-perceived religiousness 
 
Wilkes et al.1986  
4  Religious affiliation. 
 Religious commitment 
McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Worthington 
et al., 2003; Essoo & Dibb, 2004; Fam et al., 
2004; Sood & Nasu, 1995; Swimberghe et al., 
2011 
5  Intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity. Allport & Ross, 1967; Schaefer & 
Gorsuch & McPherson 1989, Gorsuch, 1991; 
Ji, C.-H. C., & Ibrahim, Y. 2007 
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In summary, this research chooses to define religion as a system of symbols via which 
different motivations are created resulting in multiple levels of commitments. These levels of 
commitment are called religiosity and they may directly or indirectly affect persons’ 
attitudes, norms, decision-making and behaviours. This has encouraged researchers to 
investigate these effects in depth. The effect of religiosity in influencing people’s attitudes 
and behaviour suggests that it will certainly influence marketing practice, particularly in 
relation to consumer attitudes and behaviour. The next section will specifically illustrate 
religiosity in consumer behaviour literature. 
2.3 Consumer behaviour and religiosity 
Fam et al. (2004, p. 552) stated that “religion is not a fad that can be dismissed by the 
marketer as a short term change, but rather it is a long term phenomenon and should be an 
area of further research for marketers”. Until 1989, only 35 articles were published 
examining “religion and marketing” (Cutler, 1991). Some of these works explored the 
influence of religion on marketing practices and consumer behaviour. Others focused on 
applying marketing strategies to religious institutions and on the attitudes of the clergy 
toward the use of marketing (Cutler, 1991). Since then, the development in the literature of 
linking religiosity with marketing and consumer behaviour has been slow. This demands the 
development of and creates a greater need for a theoretical explanation of how religiosity 
influences marketing practice and consumer attitudes and behaviours (Cleveland & Chang, 
2009; Delener, 1994; Farah & Newman, 2010; Swimberghe et al., 2011). It is argued that 
limited development within this area of literature is due a range of factors. These include 
religious communities having generally negative perceptions of marketing (Cutler, 1991), the 
sensitive nature of religion as a subject (Bailey & Sood, 1993; Hirschman, 1983a), concerns 
of measurement and methodological problems in generating valid and reliable data (Bailey & 
Sood, 1993; J. W. Clark & Dawson, 1996; Roof, 1980; Sood & Nasu, 1995) and the lack of 
theory linking religiosity to consumer behaviour (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Swimberghe et 
al., 2011; Wilkes et al., 1986). 
The conflict between marketing and religion can at times seem quite evident (see Cutler, 
1991). For example, Fugate (1982) observed that churches were quick to cast judgment on 
issues of sex in advertising and on advertising as a promoter of materialistic attitudes (Cutler, 
1991; Luqmani, Quraeshi, & Yavas, 1989). Also, since religion is an element of culture and 
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has very significant effects on value systems and behaviours (Fam et al., 2004), 
understanding the impact of religiosity on such systems is vitally important. Research in this 
area in general is guided by Hunt and Vitell’s (1986) general theory of marketing ethics 
(Swimberghe et al., 2011; Vitell, 2009) [see Figure ‎2.1]. The next sub-section will illustrate 
the concept of this theory. 
2.3.1 The general theory of marketing ethics 
This theory addresses the situation in which consumers confront issues perceived to have 
ethical implications (Hunt & Vitell, 1986, 2006). The theory argues that individuals perceive 
alternatives and evaluate those alternatives based on their personal characteristics, cultural 
environment, professional environment, industrial environment and organisational 
environment (Hunt & Vitell, 2006). Individuals then form ethical judgments based on the 
evaluation of the alternatives and consequences. The results of the process start with 
intentions and then, behaviour. The theory proposes that ethical judgments differ from 
intentions because, normally, intentions are finalised after making ethical judgments. 
Religion is represented in the theory under the cultural environment and personal 
characteristics. 
According to Vitell (2009), the theory suggests several situations where religiosity may 
impact ethical decision making. The first determines whether or not there is an ethical issue 
which needs to be resolved. The second determines whether or not there is an impact on a 
person’s moral philosophy or norms. The third determines a person’s ethical judgments 
regarding a particular situation and various courses of action. The fourth determines a 
person’s intention in a particular situation involving moral choices. The fifth occasion 
determines the actual behaviour in particular situations.  
The theory relies upon both deontological and teleological ethical traditions in moral 
philosophy (Vitell, 2009). In the process of deontological evaluation, individuals evaluate 
whether certain chosen behaviours are right or wrong. The process involves comparing 
alternatives with a set of pre-arranged deontological norms, which are formed by personal 
values or standards of moral behaviour. These norms range from personal beliefs about 
honesty, stealing, cheating and fairness, to issue-specific beliefs about deceptive advertising, 
product security, sales and confidentially of data (Hunt & Vitell, 1986, 2006). In contrast, in 
the process of teleological evaluation, individuals concentrate on three paradigms. The first is 
the perceived situational consequences of alternatives. The second is the probability of each 
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consequence to occur. The third is the desirability or undesirability of each consequence 
(Hunt & Vitell, 1986, 2006).  
It is argued that a person with a high level of religiosity will tend to adhere more to an 
absolute religious law, or ‘deontology’, and be less concerned with situational influences, or 
‘teleology’, than the person who has a lower level of religiosity (Hunt & Vitell, 1986, 2006; 
Reidenbach & Robin, 1990). Accordingly, Cornwell, Cui, Mitchell and Schlegelmilch (2005) 
confirm that consumers who are high in religiosity bestow additional importance on absolute 
laws and deontology and increasingly reject situational reflections, or teleology. However, 
the perceived consequences or risks of any choice are significant for both religious and less 
religious individuals. The difference is that the highly religious individual perceives the risk 
more based on their perception of religious norms, while the less religious one perceives the 
risk more based on the consequences of each situation on him or her no matter what the 
religious norms say. 
 
 
One of the earliest studies linking religiosity to consumer behaviour was the examination 
of psychographic profiles between two different religious denominations in Brazil (Engel, 
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Figure ‎2-1 Hunt and Vitell General Theory of Marketing Ethics (1986, 1993, 2006) 
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1976). This study was followed by studies investigating the effects of religious background or 
subcultures such as Catholic, Protestant or Jewish, on consumption behaviours (e.g. Delener, 
1987; Hirschman, 1981, 1983a, 1983b). Such studies occurred when religiosity was measured 
based on denominational membership or religious affiliation. With the improvements in the 
methods of conceptualising religiosity, studies linking religiosity with consumer behaviour 
have become more sophisticated (Swimberghe et al., 2011; Vitell, 2009). Contemporary 
research in this area has flowed into two different streams. Firstly, religiosity is linked with 
consumers’ perceptions, evaluations and decision making; and secondly, religiosity is 
considered as a variable which may have major effects on consumers’ morality, ethical 
beliefs and ethical judgment. In this chapter only the first stream will be reviewed due to its 
relation to Study One. The second stream will be reviewed in Chapter Seven in the literature 
review for Study Two.  
2.3.2  Religiosity‎and‎consumers’‎perceptions,‎evaluations‎and‎decision‎making 
Wilkes et al. (1986) introduced the measurement of ‘religiosity’ as a variable within 
consumer behaviour research. Their empirical analysis found that religiosity correlates with 
the consumer lifestyle. Religiosity, they argued, is determined through multiple measures, 
such as church attendance, importance of religious values, confidence in religious values and 
self-perceived religiousness. Adding to this work, McDaniel and Burnett (1990) suggested 
that consumer religiosity should include religious commitment and religious affiliation of 
consumers as two dimensions. They suggested that consumer religiosity might be an 
important construct in describing retail store patronage. They used multiple measurements of 
religiosity to explore the effects of the variables of ‘religious commitment’ and ‘religious 
affiliation’ on consumer evaluation of the importance of various store attributes. They 
identified a relationship between consumer religious commitment and the evaluation criteria 
of retail stores; however, the existence of a relationship between religious affiliations and 
evaluating a retail store was not supported. According to McDaniel and Burnett (1990), the 
relationship between religious commitment and the importance of sales staff 
friendliness/assistance was the most consistent relationship.  
Delener (1990) explored different characteristics of the predicted relationship between 
religiosity and perceived risk. Catholic and Jewish households who had purchased a new 
automobile and/or a microwave within the prior year were surveyed. The findings showed 
that highly religious persons perceive higher risks in their purchasing decisions. Delener 
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(1990), states that this attitude possibly relied on the tendency of highly religious individuals 
to be less secure and self-confident than less religious individuals. However, in Delener’s 
(1990) study, overall perceived risk was represented by ‘performance risk’ only. This means, 
other measures of perceived risk were not considered, as risk is considered a multi-
dimensional phenomenon (Cunningham, 1967; Mitchell & Harris, 2005). This study focuses 
on two other dimensions of perceived risk.  
By using the same data from Delener’s (1990) study and based on Sheth’s (1974) theory 
of family buying decisions, Delener (1994) also investigated the connection between 
religiosity and consumer-related marital roles in the procedure of car purchase decision-
making. In particular, the study examined the variation between consumer-related marital 
responsibilities of Catholic and Jewish, pro-religious and non-religious households. 
Participants’ levels of religiosity were measured by two variables, religious affiliation and 
religious orientation (intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity). Delener’s (1994) findings suggest 
that differential role behaviour within the family differed according to religious orientation 
effects and that aligned with the theory of family buying decisions. The study showed that 
there is no significant influence of religious affiliation on role structure. Hence, it may be 
inferred, groups with higher perceived religious affiliation were less likely to make 
autonomous consumer decisions. Delener’s (1990, 1994) concentration on upscale consumers 
was supported by the limited generalisation of the finding. 
Despite the argument that religious affiliation or denomination membership as a 
dimension of religiosity does not provide clear explanation of the relationship between 
religiosity and consumer behaviour, some researchers have used it. Essoo and Dibb (2004), in 
their examination of the effect of religion on consumer choice, built their assumption based 
on the proposition that adherence to a particular faith significantly affected shopping 
behaviour. They collected the data from a thousand households on the island of Mauritius 
across three different religions, Hinduism, Islam and Roman Catholicism. Their findings 
confirmed that consumption differences were attributable to religious group membership, and 
shopping behaviour varied amongst religious denominations. Some other research also 
supported these findings (e.g. Hirschman, 1983b; Sood & Nasu, 1995). Nevertheless, 
affiliation was still nonspecific and did not show the actual commitment and level of 
religiosity of a consumer (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013).  
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In addition, religiosity was shown to influence consumers’ pursuit and avoidance of 
goods or services through the religious values doctrine (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Pace, 
2013; Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012). Some examples have been shown in the literature. 
The concept of Halal in Islam and the concept of Kosher in Judaism give instructions and 
criteria for their followers about the standards regarding consumption of some products, 
especially food (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Furthermore, some marketplace behaviours 
are affected by religiosity (Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012), like leisure pursuits (Hirschman, 
1983b), dietary selections (Hoyer & Maclnnis, 2000), financial preferences (Frangos, 2003; 
Hussain & Matlay, 2007), preferences in print and electronic media (Robicheaux, 1996), 
insurance choices (Hussey & Anderson, 2003; Rashid, 1993; Scheve & Stasavage, 2006) and 
reactions to religious symbols in ads (Henley, Philhours, Ranganathan, & Bush, 2009). 
Recent research investigated the relationship between consumer’s level of religiosity, 
religious affiliation and consumer product- and store-switching behaviour (Y. Choi, 2010; Y. 
Choi et al., 2013). The results state that South Korean consumers who report high levels of 
religiosity were found to be significantly less likely to engage in product and store-switching 
behaviours than those who report lower levels of religiosity. In contrast, there was not a 
significant relationship between religious affiliation, including non-affiliation, and switching 
behaviour. Y. Choi (2010) confirms the weaknesses of religious affiliation as a factor in 
determining the relationship between religiosity and consumer behaviour. This aligns with 
the opinion of other researchers towards the usage of ‘religious affiliation’ as an approach to 
indicate religiosity when linking it with consumer attitude and behaviour (e.g. Roof, 1980; 
Swimberghe et al., 2011).  
Additionally, Although Y. Choi et al. (2013) found that the differences between South 
Korean and American consumers are not significant in brand- and store-switching 
behaviours; they confirm that levels of religiosity had an impact on switching behaviour for 
both South Korean consumers, and American consumers. Therefore, it has been suggested 
that future research that aims to investigate the impact of religiosity on consumer behaviour 
collect data from two different locales in order to enhance the understanding of relationships 
among different backgrounds and consumer behaviour (Y. Choi et al., 2013). 
In summary, studies focusing on the connection between religiosity and consumer 
perceptions, evaluation and decision-making processes confirm that religion is essential to 
consumer, perception, attitude and behavioural processes. Using either religious commitment 
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or religious orientations as variables to measure religiosity gives a comprehensive description 
of the relationship between religiosity and consumer behaviour. By contrast, using only 
religious affiliation as a variable to measure religiosity does not help, in most cases, to 
describe this relationship. It is evident in different studies in this stream that there is a 
concentration on obtaining high internal validity by collecting data from homogeneous 
subjects (e.g. Delener, 1990, 1994; Essoo & Dibb, 2004). However, according to Winer 
(1999), it is essential for consumer behaviour research to indicate how increased levels of 
external validity with other studies can be obtained. In addition, it is vital to examine a wider 
effect of religiosity constructs on consumers’ perceived risk as an important aspect of 
consumer behaviour (Delener, 1990). However, in order to gain better understanding of this 
matter, the consumer risk perception should be examined as multidimensional incidents 
(Stone & Gronhaug, 1993; Mitchell & Harris, 2005). It is therefore argued that a need exists 
to empirically improve the understanding of the relationship between religiosity and different 
dimensions of consumer risk perception. Therefore, the following chapter will use the 
identified needs of research that came from the above review to form the research questions 
and conceptual framework for this study. 
  
36 
 
3 Chapter Three: Research question and conceptual 
frame work (Study One) 
To contextualise the review in Chapter Two, this chapter examined the literature 
pertaining to relationships between religiosity and perceived risk in order to develop the 
relevant research question. It then described the constructs and their proposed links to each 
other to develop a conceptual model as well as hypotheses to be operated and tested for this 
study. 
3.1  Consumer religiosity and perceived risk 
Philosophically, certain behaviour develops as a result of making a choice or decision 
(Sekerka & Bagozzi, 2007). According to Taylor (1974), the central issue of consumer 
behaviour is ‘choice’. However, because the outcome of a choice can only be known in 
hindsight, a consumer is forced to deal with the perceived risk of the choice. Consumers aim 
to reduce perceived risk by trying to form rational choices. Perceived risk is defined as “a 
consumer’s subjective feeling that there is some probability that a choice may lead to 
undesirable outcome” (Cunningham, 1967, p. 83). It provides distinctive context in situations 
when consumers are likely to generate higher versus lower order inferences in different 
circumstances (B. Choi & Ahluwalia, 2013).  
With regard to the aspect of consumer decision making, risk perception is a subjective 
norm of the chance that there might be direct or indirect undesirable consequences associated 
with the purchase or the usage of any particular product (Cox, 1967; Yeung & Morris, 2006). 
An increased level of perceived risk does not always means a direct effect on purchases of 
product or brand. It may frequently lead consumers to demand more information (Yeung & 
Yee, 2002), take personal action to reduce risk (Yeung & Morris, 2006), or wait to see the 
consequences on others who purchase the product or brand (Slovic, 1987; Yeung & Morris, 
2006). Therefore, consumer risk perceptions are widely considered to be one of the 
influential factors affecting consumer behaviour (Mitchell, 1999). Perceived risk is one of the 
crucial aspects of consumer behaviour because it is regularly perceived to create anxiety, 
which the consumer attempts to alleviate (Taylor, 1974).  
The importance of perceived risk has come from its potential to explain differences in 
consumer attitudes towards any particular product or service (Mitchell, 1999). It has also 
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contributed significantly in shaping consumer purchase behaviour (Yeung & Morris, 2006). 
In addition, research has confirmed that perceived risk affects the consumers’ decision 
making process, particularly at the consumer problem recognition stage (e.g. Cox, 1967; Cox 
& Rich, 1964; Mitchell & Harris, 2005). Further, it has confirmed that perceived risk affects 
consumer post-purchase attitude and behaviour (e.g. LaBarbera & Mazursky, 1983; Mitchell, 
1992). It has manifested as a multi-dimensional phenomenon (Mitchell & Harris, 2005). The 
following paragraphs will discuss the dimensions of risk perception and their possible 
relationships with consumer religiosity. 
Research has recognised six dimensions which represent the overall perceived risk 
(Garner, 1986; Stone & Gronhaug, 1993; Taylor, 1974). Those six dimensions are (1) 
‘social’, the risk that the selection of the object will negatively influence the perception of 
others about the buyer; (2) ‘financial’, the risk that the object used will not attain the best 
possible monetary gain for the consumer; (3) ‘physical’, the risk that the performance of the 
object will result in a health hazard to the consumer; (4) ‘performance’, the risk that the 
object used will not perform in the manner which will result in customer satisfaction; (5) 
‘time’, the risk that the consumer will waste time, be inconvenienced or waste effort in 
having a service redone; and (6) ‘psychological’, the risk that the selection of or performance 
of the object will have negative effects on the consumer’s peace of mind or self-perception 
(Garner, 1986; Taylor, 1974).  
The significance of these risk dimensions varies according to the product, service 
category or the purchase situation confronted (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993). For example, when 
the purchase situation includes an expensive product, financial and psychological risk will be 
the main risk dimensions (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993). In order to estimate an overall risk 
perception in such a situation, all dimensions need to be measured. Any empirical 
investigation of the risk construct has to include different products or services and population 
segments (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993; Mitchell & Harris, 2005). However, if there is 
uncertainty of the theoretical basis of the contribution of particular dimensions to the overall 
risk in such a situation, a study can focus on the most relevant dimension(s) to the situation 
rather than trying to measure overall risk (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993; Mitchell, 1999). 
Delener (1990), in his investigation of the relationship between religiosity and perceived 
risk, found that highly religious consumers are more likely to be sensitive to any potentially 
negative consequences of their buying decisions. However, the usage of performance risk as 
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an approximation of overall risk could negatively affect the results. The study was also 
limited to durable goods and might not be applicable for other product categories like fast 
moving consumer goods or services like internet websites. Therefore, there is a need for a 
better understanding of the impact of consumers’ level of religiosity on consumers’ perceived 
risk. 
However, it might be problematic for such research to provide a more comprehensive 
explanation of the impact of religiosity on the overall risk perception. Some of the risk 
dimensions such as financial risks, time risks and physical risks ontologically will not be 
conceptualised to be related to consumer religiosity. Religiosity provides a significant 
contribution in constructing self-values and the social normative system of individuals 
(Swimberghe et al., 2011), and it is possible for it to be linked to psychological and social 
risk perception. Also, based on The General Theory of Marketing Ethics, religiosity impacts 
the ethical decision making process from the perspective of the cultural environment and 
personal characteristics. Cultural environment designates the commitment between an 
individual and the surrounding society. This indicates the prominence of social risk as it 
describes how others’ perceptions about consumers influence the consumers’ perceived risk. 
The personal characteristics concept is in some ways concerned with the internal self-
perception of an individual. Looking at the perceived psychological risk will indicate how 
religiosity may change how individuals perceive themselves. Therefore, this thesis focuses on 
investigating the impact of religiosity on the perceived social and psychological risk to gain 
appropriate results. The next paragraph will explain the reason for selecting these two 
dimensions for this study.  
When linking consumer religiosity to perceived risk, the concept of religious orientation 
(intrinsic and extrinsic) may be a predictor of related risk dimensions to religiosity. For 
example, intrinsic religiosity is defined as having religion itself as the master of motivation 
(Allport & Ross, 1967). This means that an intrinsically religious person mainly concentrates 
on gaining peace of mind when forming his or her own perceptions, regardless of the external 
consequences. This also means there is a potentially valid relationship between consumer 
religiosity and perceived psychological risks. In contrast, extrinsic religiosity is defined as 
being disposed to use religion for one’s own end (Allport & Ross, 1967). This gives a sense 
that an extrinsically religious person cares about how others perceive him or her in order to 
reach the objective of being extrinsically religious. Therefore, it is valid to assume a potential 
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relationship between religiosity and perceived social risks. However, the assumption needs to 
be explored and explained empirically to provide valid theoretical and practical 
implementations. This leads to the first research question of this project which is: 
RQ1: What is the nature of the relationship between consumer religiosity and the 
perception of psychological and social risk? 
3.2 Hypotheses development to answer RQ1 
Intrinsic religiosity places religion as a meaning-endowing framework in terms of which 
all of life is understood. Intrinsically religious people tend to question themselves about 
whether they are doing the right thing or not according to their religious beliefs. This means 
that highly intrinsically religious persons relate mainly to potential psychological concerns 
and might care much less about social concerns.  
However, this does not mean that intrinsically religious people do not care about social 
risk. The social force might have strong impact on intrinsically motivated people because 
they sometimes tend to be more receptive or submissive to others relative to their 
extrinsically religious counterparts (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980). 
Therefore it is argued that social risk perception may be positively significant in intrinsically 
religious people. Nevertheless, it has been widely accepted in the literature that strongly 
intrinsically religious peoples’ identification and self-concept are determined by their 
religious values (Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012), and the significant signs of intrinsic 
religiosity, such as the frequency of personal prayers, are principal influences on the 
relationship between religiosity and psychological well-being (Chen & Tang, 2012; Maltby, 
Lewis, & Day, 1999). Therefore, this thesis expects that consumers who report a high level of 
intrinsic religiosity will be more concerned about the perceived psychological risk than the 
perceived social risk. Hypothesis 1 (H1), hypothesis 2a (H2a) and hypothesis 2b (H2b) 
conceptualise the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and the perceived psychological 
and social risks: 
 H1: Intrinsic religiosity is positively associated with psychological risk perception 
 H2a: Intrinsic religiosity is positively associated with social risk perception  
 H2b: The association between intrinsic religiosity and social risk perception is 
weaker than the association between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk 
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In contrast, extrinsic religiosity defines religion as a social convention, a self-serving 
instrumental method shaped to suit oneself. Extrinsically religious people get involved with 
religion when it assists personal objectives in their lives, especially, for example, being 
accepted in a society (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). As mentioned before, there are two sub-
constructs of extrinsic religiosity, social and personal. As the people who are socially 
extrinsic care more about being accepted in the community, it is proposed that they are 
concerned about social risk more than psychological risk. A higher level of social extrinsic 
religiosity leads an individual to be less concerned about psychological risk. In the personal 
extrinsic dimension, people are concerned about personal comfort and relief. It has been 
argued that personally extrinsically religious people share some function with intrinsically 
religious ones (Chen & Tang, 2012). Therefore, it is proposed that links between personal 
extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social risk perceptions follow the same pattern of 
intrinsically religious people. Hypothesis 3, 4, 5 and 6, (H3, H4, H5 & H6) conceptualise the 
relationship between social extrinsic religiosity and the perceived psychological and social 
risks. 
 H3: Social extrinsic religiosity is negatively associated with psychological risk 
perception 
 H4: Social extrinsic religiosity is positively associated with social risk perception 
 H5: Personal extrinsic religiosity is positively associated with psychological risk 
perception 
 H6: Personal extrinsic religiosity is positively associated with social risk 
perception 
 
 
  
Figure ‎3-1 Conceptual model of the relationships between consumer religiosity and 
psychological and social risk perception (H2b is a comparison between H1 and H2a) 
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4 Chapter Four: Methodology (Study One) 
Chapter Two and Three provided a review of the literature on religiosity in the consumer 
behaviour discipline including areas such as consumer decision making and risk perception. 
The main constructs of consumer religiosity and consumer perceived risk were also reviewed 
and conceptualised. Based on these reviews and insights from The General Theory of 
Marketing Ethics, the research question and the hypotheses of Study One have been 
developed. These reviews also help to develop the research design and instruments to 
produce reliable results that will address the research question and significantly advance the 
literature of the relationship between marketing and religion. 
This chapter will describe and justify the methodology for conducting this study. It 
specifically addresses the philosophical stance of the research, the research approach and the 
context of the research. It also provides details about the method of data collection and 
relevant analytical approaches. Finally, ethical considerations will be provided. 
4.1 Philosophical stance 
Traditionally, management and marketing scholars apply a positivist or post-positivist 
perspective when they examine concepts using a quantitative approach (Guba, 1990; Lincoln 
et al., 2011). In this research, a post-positivist paradigm was utilised. This paradigm 
acknowledges that there is a single true reality and this reality is imperfectly understandable 
and measurable. The reason for this acknowledgment is that people and the obdurate nature 
of phenomena are inconsistent and operate within a circumscribed rationality (A. M. Clark, 
1998). Therefore, the main purpose of such scientific research is to provide an approximately 
accurate and objective description of reality (Ponterotto, 2005). However, In order to achieve 
this objectivity, researchers need to use accurate and standard processes and methods 
(Ponterotto, 2005). Also they need to deliberately separate their own intentions from the 
evidence, data and results (Longino, 1990). Healy and Perry (2000, p. 125) stated that 
“realism is neither value-laden nor value-free, rather, realism researchers are value aware”. 
This perspective also recognises that by using advanced and accurate techniques and 
methods, the phenomena can be clearly explained (Guba, 1990; Guba & Lincoln, 1998; 
Healy & Perry, 2000).  
Choosing an appropriate research design needs to be driven by the main objectives of any 
research (Lincoln et al., 2011). As a whole, this research aimed to provide an approximation 
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of reality about an observable social phenomenon based on defining a number of constructs 
and describing the relationships between them by using appropriate and accurate methods. 
However, there is a point that needs to be addressed, which is the impossibility for any 
human perceptions and behaviours researched to be certain about the claimed knowledge. 
Although, post-positivism challenges the predictable conception of absolute truth of 
knowledge, it recognises this problem of uncertainty with human research (Zammito, 2004). 
Hence, it is acceptable that, regardless of the results of this study, the entity still exists and 
knowledge about it can be expanded over time. Therefore, realism and post-positivism were 
suitable for this kind of research. 
For the context of this thesis, the relationships between consumer intrinsic and extrinsic 
religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk of using new products or services 
were expected to occur with the possible influences of religious scholars’ opinions and moral 
potency. As long as these relationships were not examined, the relationships remained 
defectively and probabilistically unclear to the researcher. The deterministic philosophy of 
post-positivism suggested that causes perhaps determined effects or outcomes (Creswell, 
2013). In this study, consumer religious motivations (intrinsic and extrinsic) were proposed 
as causes that contributed to determinations of perceived social and psychological risks. 
Hence, empirical data was needed to either support or reject these concepts. 
Any post-positivistic research needs to be built upon pre-existing literature and theories, 
collect data from a particular population that either support or contradict the propositions, and 
finally discuss the results along with the existing knowledge (Creswell, 2013; Hanson, 
Creswell, Clark, Petska, & Creswell, 2005). In this research, relevant literature was reviewed 
pertaining to consumers’ religiosity, consumers’ risk perceptions and consumers’ ethics and 
morality. After that, research questions and a conceptual framework were developed based on 
the pertinent theories. The following will discuss and justify the research design that has been 
proposed to investigate the conceptual model that was formulated in the previous chapter. 
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4.2 Approach and justification of research design 
There are two main research approaches available for researchers, namely, qualitative and 
quantitative approaches (Newman, 2006). Also, some researchers in social science prefer to 
use a third type, called the mixed methods approach (Newman, 2006). Methods can be 
adopted based on the nature of the phenomena being studied and the circumstances of 
knowledge about the occurrence (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). Qualitative research is 
suitable when the main purpose of the research is to gain a deeper understanding about the 
phenomena under investigation (Guba & Lincoln, 1998). Conversely, when there is sufficient 
theoretical support to develop precise hypotheses, operational definitions and relationships 
between variables to be investigated, then a quantitative approach is recommended (Guba, 
1990). Mixed methods might be chosen when employing qualitative and quantitative methods 
together may provide a better and more accurate understanding of the reality and phenomena 
being investigated (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). 
Research in the marketing discipline has been dominated by the quantitative approach, 
especially when the main aims are to study consumers perceptions and behaviour (N. J. Lee 
& Lings, 2008; Lincoln et al., 2011). This approach mainly uses standardised instruments 
throughout experimental, observational or survey design (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 
1996). Correspondingly, it allows researchers to predict, examine and assume how strong the 
relationships between the research variables are. In this thesis, the quantitative approach was 
selected. There were two reasons for not using qualitative research in this project. First, the 
qualitative method identifies the existence or non-existence of something. Second, it 
highlights the setting as an integrated element of phenomena (Currall & Towler, 2003). In 
this study, the existence of the effect of religiosity on individual attitudes and behaviours has 
been well-argued in previous research in various disciplines (Y. Choi, 2010; Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013; Vitell, 2009; Wilkes et al., 1986). The other constructs in this research, 
which are related to risk perception (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993), are well-established in 
numerous contexts. Therefore, within the post-positivist paradigm, quantitative methods were 
appropriate for this research project in order to gain insights into consumer religiosity and 
perceptions, and obtain more generalisable knowledge about the phenomena under 
investigation. 
As this study addressed RQ1, its main aim was to investigate the direct relationships 
between consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk. This 
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investigation was undertaken by testing hypotheses H1 to H6. The next sub-section will 
provide and justify the method chosen, followed by the measurements, contexts and 
procedures for this study. 
4.2.1 Survey design method 
There are three kinds of quantitative methods: survey, observation and experimental 
design (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996). Generally, however, in quantitative studies, 
researchers test objective philosophies by investigating the interactions among variables. 
Measuring these variables can be conducted using any of the three different quantitative 
methods. 
In this study, the independent variables (IV) were the consumers’ level of intrinsic and 
extrinsic religiosity. The aim was to observe their effects on the dependent variables (DV), 
which were consumers’ psychological and social perceived risk of adopting a new product 
that may embody a religious problem. A survey design method was believed to be 
appropriate in investigating the naturally-stirring relationships between IVs and DVs of the 
conceptual model of this study. Using survey design helped in obtaining advantages such as 
the efficiency of collecting large amounts of data in a short time to facilitate the statistical 
analyses (Bordens & Abbott, 2002). However, the usage of survey design method required 
measures of all of the variables in the conceptual model. The following section will describe 
the measures of religiosity and the perceived risk through reviewing the previous literature. 
4.3 Measurements 
As there were variables under investigation, all of them required certain measures in the 
conceptual framework. Measures can be developed by the researcher or adopted from 
previous literature in the various related discipline. Using previous research measures was 
regarded as better practice when the variables were well-established and had been tested 
numerous times in different contexts. To some extent, using well-established scales ensured 
that the research was reliable and valid. Therefore, all variables in this study were well-
established in the literature. Intrinsic religiosity, extrinsic religiosity, psychological risk 
perception, social risk perceptions were the main constructs for this study. 
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4.3.1 Religiosity 
Religiosity has received broad discussions among various disciplines including, but not 
limited to, management, psychology, anthropology and philanthropy. However, despite these 
broad discussions, there is no standardised and universally agreed scale to measure 
religiosity. There are three reasons for this. First, there is no universally accepted definition 
of religiosity (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990). Second, due to the existence of many religions 
over the history of humankind, the ways of conceptualising religiosity and religious rulings 
are diverse, varied and subject to influence by many factors (Hood et al., 2009). Third, the 
complexity and sensitivity of religion as a subject for each individual makes it very hard to 
form a universal scale (Bailey & Sood, 1993; Hirschman, 1983a, 1983b).  
Nevertheless, religiosity in the marketing discipline has been measured in different ways, 
such as religious affiliation, religious commitment, religious motivation and religious 
knowledge. Researchers have selected their measures depending on the contexts of individual 
research. It has been confirmed that religious motivation is the most accepted and used 
measure for testing religious influences in people’s behaviour (Donahue, 1985b; Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013; Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012). Also, this particular scale is the most 
extensively used in research relating to religious consumer behaviour (Vitell, 2009). Ji and 
Ibrahim (2007) applied the items of this scale to Muslim respondents and established a 
structurally valid and internally consistent Islamic version of the intrinsic and extrinsic 
religiosity scale. Therefore, religious motivation (intrinsic and extrinsic) was the selected 
measure for this thesis. More detailed information about the scale will be outlined in the 
following paragraphs. 
The religious motivation concept was created by Allport and Ross (1967). It includes two 
main dimensions: intrinsic religiosity, measured using a 9-item scale and extrinsic religiosity, 
measured using an 11-item scale. The results normally classify the target audience by a 
fourfold typology shaped by median splits of scale marks: intrinsically religious, extrinsically 
religious, indiscriminately pro-religious and non-religious. However, due to further 
developments that have been conducted on this concept of measurement, some studies 
provided two sub-dimensions of extrinsic religiosity: social extrinsic and personal extrinsic 
(e.g. Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989; Hood et al., 2001; Ji & Ibrahim, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1989). 
Social extrinsic religiosity deals with the purposes of achieving mundane social or business 
goals, while personal extrinsic religiosity deals with private personal gains such as protection, 
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comfort and relief (Chen & Tang, 2012). In this concept, the 11-item scale of extrinsic 
religiosity is divided into an 8-item scale for social extrinsic religiosity and a 3-item scale for 
personal extrinsic religiosity.  
However, according to Chen and Tang (2012), researchers still combined personal 
extrinsic religiosity with the social religiosity and examined extrinsic religiosity as an overall 
construct. Accordingly, their procedures in testing the bright and dark sides of religiosity 
among university students recommended researchers examine the religious motivation model 
in both concepts in two and in three dimensions, and then use that which provides better 
results to test the general theoretical model of such research. Therefore, for this study, the 
initial conceptualisation considered the three dimensions of the religious motivation theory. 
However, when conducting exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, the two concepts 
were tested only and one of them will be used for the relationship test. A Likert scale ranging 
from 1 = I definitely disagree to 5 = I definitely agree was used for each statement in the 
scales. The next section illustrates the measures of perceived risk. 
4.3.2 The perceived social and psychological risk 
Measuring perceived risk has been undertaken in many models since Bauer (1960) 
introduced the concept to the American marketing community (Mitchell, 1999). For example, 
Cunningham (1967) provided a two-dimension model measuring uncertainty adding to the 
dangerousness of the consequences. Other researchers, (Peter & Ryan, 1976), measured risk 
by multiplying the probability of possible negative consequences with the importance of 
those consequences. According to Mitchell (1999), many of the efforts in the perceived risk 
area produced some kind of multiplicative formation adopted from the theory of probability. 
In the consumer world, perceived risk represents a potential sacrifice where a higher 
perceived risk equates with a bigger gamble for the consumer in purchasing a good or service 
(Sweeney et al., 1999). This explains why probability concept is applicable and is used in 
some research. However, in some situations, it is hard to distinguish whether uncertainty or 
consequences are being measured (Ross, 1975).  
Another concept introduced by Dowling and Staelin (1994) added four antecedents of 
risk, which are: the level of characteristics of a particular product, the probability of 
disappointment that leads to negative consequences, the consumer’s purchase goals, and 
other conditions like purchase channel (Mitchell, 1999). Some of the literature has one-
dimensional measures of risk, that is, a single statement which either measures the whole risk 
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or one of its dimensions, for example, ‘how important is psychological risk when purchasing 
brand X?’ (Mitchell, 1999). However, instead of asking consumers directly, it would be more 
valuable to measure risks indirectly through statements (Mitchell, 1999). Certain statements 
can be considered items that measure a certain dimension of risk such as psychological or 
social risk. This is what Stone and Gronhaug (1993) have done to measure consumer risk 
perception. They introduced three indicators for each dimensions of risk including the 
dimensions of this thesis, psychological and social. 
In this thesis the 3-item scale was used for measuring psychological risk and a separate 3-
item scale was used for social risk. A Likert scale ranging from 1 = I definitely disagree to 
5 = I definitely agree was used for each statement. All of the items were subject to revision 
regarding consistency of the measurement scales and the contextual needs for better 
understanding from the respondents. Summary of the adopted scales is in Table ‎4.1. The next 
section will address the context of this study. For full measurement scales see appendix 41.2. 
Table ‎4.1 Summary of adopted scales 
Variable 
name 
No. 
of items 
Scale 
source 
Abbreviated definition Sample of the items 
Intrinsic 
religiosity 
9  
 
 
Allport & 
Ross 1967; Ji & 
Ibrahim 2007 
Define religion as a 
meaning-endowing framework 
 
I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in 
life 
Social 
extrinsic religiosity 
 
8 Use religion to achieve 
mundane social or business goals 
 
Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many 
more important things in my life 
Personal 
extrinsic religiosity 
3 Use religion for private 
personal gains like protection, 
comfort and relief 
 
The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and 
protection 
Psychological 
risk perception 
 
3  
 
Stone & 
Gronhaug 1993 
The consumer’s peace of 
mind or self-perception 
 
The thought of using FRIEND MAKER would make me 
feel psychologically uncomfortable 
Social risk 
perception 
 
3 The perception of others 
about the buyer 
 
The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me 
concern because some friends would think I was just being 
showy 
 
 
4.4 Context 
As an integrated system of beliefs and practice (Delener, 1990), religion can be 
considered as a cultural component that is of great importance to many people. Different 
religions reflect different cultures resulting in different perceptions, attitudes and behaviours. 
Previous research in the area has either focused on one particular religion (e.g. Putrevu & 
Swimberghek, 2012; Swimberghe et al., 2011; Tsalikis & Lassar, 2009) or made comparison 
between two or more religions (e.g. Y. Choi, 2010; Schneider et al., 2011). However, 
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reviewing the literature has shown that most of the previous research concentrated on 
Christianity rather than other religions. Therefore, focusing on adherents of another religion 
will help generate a wider understanding of religiosity and consumers in the literature. Also, 
studying adherents of another religion might provide a different perspective with regard to 
understanding the relationship between religiosity and consumer behaviour. 
As the second largest religion in the world, with the fastest growth rate, Islam and 
Muslims may expect to have a significant influence in the world, notably on business and 
economics (Essoo & Dibb, 2004; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Also, the increase in 
religious involvement among Muslims (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013) makes Islam a 
potentially highly involved religion where consumption is concerned. Therefore conducting 
this research in the context of Muslim consumers is worthwhile and it will raise significant 
discussion and contributions in the area of consumer behaviour.  
However, due to the increased number of Muslim immigrants to the Western or non-
Muslim countries (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013), Muslim consumers are adapting to living in 
non-Muslim countries. Therefore, the context of this research was wider, and included 
Muslims living in non-Muslim countries as well as Muslims who live in Islamic countries. 
Collecting the data from two different Muslim communities has helped to control for the 
effect of the surrounding community. For example, a Muslim who has grown up in a Western 
society like Australia or the United States is different from one who has been raised in a 
conservative Middle Eastern society like Saudi Arabia. The benefit of having two groups of 
participants was that collecting data from dissimilar people offered a broader range of 
coverage that might lead to a more complete picture of the concept under investigation. It 
also provided an ironic contextual basis for interoperating and validating the research 
outcomes (Y. Choi, 2010; B. Kaplan & Duchon, 1988; A. S. Lee, 1991).  
Consequently, the Islamic context of this thesis was represented by two groups of 
Muslims participants; first, Muslims who live in Saudi Arabia; second, Muslims who live in 
Westernised English speaking countries such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United 
Kingdom and the United States. The reasons for deriving data from Saudi Arabia in particular 
are: first, the phenomenon was initially recognised there by the researcher; secondly, some 
existing debate around consumption problems in Saudi Arabia was possibly related to 
people’s religiosity. Examples of these issues were: separating males and females in schools 
and workplaces and the non-existence of cinemas and dancing schools in Saudi Arabia 
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(Doumato, 1999; Le Renard, 2008). Kraidy (2009) suggested such issues might be affecting 
people’s communication and consumption. These issues could be used to create fictional 
scenarios that address the phenomenon. The reasons for obtaining data from people in the 
other five countries as representative of Muslims in the West were, besides the language, the 
fact that they share a similar open-minded life-style to the countries in which they live when 
compared to the Middle East. 
In addition, an important consideration in the context of this study was demographics. For 
example, previous research confirmed that there were some differences between genders 
when investigating the impact of religiosity on consumer behaviour (e.g. Chen & Tang, 
2012). Therefore, to gain a better understanding of the research, gender is one of the contexts 
of this thesis. Age has not been considered as a grouping variable in previous research in the 
area, and this might be due to the focus on student populations in previous literature (Vitell, 
2009). It is important to consider the age of the participants in this thesis because it is one of 
the few studies that does not have a student sample. Also the education level is measured and 
used as a control. 
For the survey, each participant is exposed to two scenarios. Each scenario represents two 
different product contexts: a new social media website, FRIEND MAKER (FM), and a new 
dancing school, THE LIFE (TL). The reasons for having two scenarios with two dissimilar 
products were firstly, controlling for answers based on the product itself and not because of 
the condition in the scenario. For example, if a subject has a particular issue with social 
media itself, his or her answers will not be suitable for the focus of the research. Therefore, 
having more than one product improves the accuracy of the results. Secondly, the result will 
be more generalisable because of the inclusion of different product categories. Specifically, in 
investigating consumer risk perceptions, it is recommended to have different products or 
services categories to avoid the potential confounding impact of similar product attributes or 
performance (Mitchell & Harris, 2005). Scenarios were developed under screening from 
academic experts at Queensland University of Technology. The two scenarios of this study 
are stated at the end of this section. 
In summary, this thesis focused on the context of Muslim consumers who live in either 
Saudi Arabia or any of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK or the US. Gender, age and 
education levels were considered as control variables for the context of the research in order 
to gain a better understanding for discussion. For the risk perception to be measured, two 
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fictional scenarios of new products are presented to each participant. Each scenario was based 
on one particular fictional brand. After showing the two scenarios, the next sections will 
describe the detailed procedures of this study. 
The two scenarios 
Scenario One: A new social media website has just been launched. This website is called 
FRIEND MAKER. It enables members to share photos, stories and interests online. FRIEND 
MAKER also facilitates the development of new real friendships, especially between males 
and females. Members have the ability to arrange meetings and become close personal 
friends. This website is already very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. However, as FRIEND MAKER has only just entered the market in your country, it 
is too early to tell just how popular it may become. 
 
Scenario Two: A new private art school has just opened. This school is called THE 
LIFE. THE LIFE teaches adult individuals (males & females) the beauty of dance as an art 
form that can enhance people’s lives, so that they experience more peace and relaxed 
attitudes. THE LIFE is already very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. As THE LIFE has only just entered the market in your country, it is too early to tell 
just how popular it may become. 
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4.5 Questionnaire 
An electronic questionnaire was designed to collect primary data on the basis of the 
study’s constructs. Participants clicked on the link and they were directed to the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire was designed in English and then translated into Arabic 
through forward and blind back-translation to ensure comprehensibility, acceptability, 
relevance and completeness (Brislin, 1986). The questionnaire included three parts: 
demographic, religiosity and perceived risk. Figure ‎4.1 shows the structure of the 
questionnaire in this study. 
The first part included demographic and screening questions to ensure that the right 
people are answering. Participants start by selecting the gender, the place of living, religion, 
age and educational level. If a participant selected an answer that put him or her out of the 
target audience of the study, the system automatically withdrew them from the project with a 
thankful message. For example, for a religion question, if a participant chose the answer “not 
Muslim”, he or she was removed.  
The second part dealt with religiosity. Respondents were asked to answer 20 questions. 
Nine of the questions represented intrinsic religiosity, seven represented social extrinsic 
religiosity and the other three represented personal extrinsic religiosity. All of the questions 
were slightly changed to making them fit Islamic terminology like mosque instead of church 
or Quran instead of Bible. These changes were done, tested and validated by Ji and Ibrahim 
(2007). These questions identified the extent of respondents’ intrinsic and extrinsic 
religiosity.  
In the last part, participants needed to read the first scenario, FRIEND MAKER (FM), 
and then answer six questions measuring social and psychological risk perception. After that, 
participants needed to read the second scenario, THE LIFE (TL) and then answer six 
questions measuring social and psychological risk perception. The reason for selecting those 
two products was that both of them involved controversial issues related to Islamic religion, 
for example, aspects of social media which had received criticism from Muslim religious 
scholars because of its ability to connect people of different genders. The dancing school also 
had a gender issue as well as problems related to the dance itself as being a bad behaviour. 
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- Gender 
- Religion 
- Place 
- Age 
- Education 
20 questions 
measuring religiosity 
Scenario 1 
FRIEND MAKER 
6 Risks Q 
 
 
4.6 Sampling 
One of the most significant objectives of any researcher is to be able to make general 
statements about the research question (Plutchik, 1974). Research in the area of religiosity 
and consumer behaviours has often been limited to student populations (Vitell, 2009). 
Therefore, it was an aim of this research to go beyond student populations and collect data 
from general consumers at large. Such an approach was considered a contribution to this area 
of knowledge. In this research, a semi-convenient sampling was used to select a number of 
participants to complete the four electronic questionnaires.  
An individual Muslim consumer was the unit of the study. The questionnaire collected 
data relating to the extent of the respondents’ religiosity and adoption of new products or 
services. In Saudi Arabia, data collection was conducted by a marketing research company. 
In Western countries, several lists of emails were given by Islamic centres and associations 
around these particular countries. All participants had the choice of getting the English or 
Arabic questionnaire. Also, all participants started with complete demographical before being 
Scenario 2 
THE LIFE 
6 Risks Q 
Figure ‎4-1 Questionnaire's structure for Study One 
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asked the religiosity questions and then the scenarios. Next, the process of analysing the data 
of Study One will be discussed. 
4.7 Process of data preparation 
To prepare the collected data for the analysis, data screening is considered a critical 
process (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). It included, in this study, screening through 
exploratory data analysis, looking for missing data and influential outliers. Substantial 
missing data might lead to convergent failures, biased parameter estimates and inflated fit 
indices. Influential outliers are linked to normality and skewness issues with observed 
variables. 
With a well-constructed online questionnaire with “must answer” types of security 
measures, the potential of having missing data is reduced to nearly zero, and these types of 
measures were taken in this study. Also, a series of frequencies analysis were conducted in 
SPSS software after importing the data from the electronic questionnaires software, which is 
called KeySurvey. Hair et al. (2010) recommended that cases with missing values on 
dependent variables should be excluded and cases with missing values other than dependent 
variables might be optionally excluded. In this study, because I was aiming to target a large 
number of participants, the option of excluding any case with missing values was chosen. 
4.8 Proposed process of the analysis 
The questionnaire was created using written statements that addressed the constructs of 
this research, including: intrinsic religiosity, social extrinsic religiosity, personal extrinsic 
religiosity, social risk perception and psychological risk perception. Before exporting the data 
from the KeySurvey software to SPSS to start the analysis, the SPSS file was organised 
through scoring the data and creating a codebook, as well as determining the conversion of 
numeric scores as recommended by Creswell (2013). A Likert scale from 1 to 5 was used 
where 1 was the left or negative side of the answers such as ‘strongly disagree’ and 5 was the 
right or positive side of the answers such as ‘strongly agree’. All answers of the questionnaire 
were exported into one SPSS file. 
After exporting the data to SPSS, Creswell (2013) recommended starting with descriptive 
statistics. Therefore, in this study I started with descriptive statistics such as mean, standard 
deviation and variances in order to summarise the data, give an understanding of how varied 
the research’s scores are and provide insight into where one score stands in comparison with 
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others. After that, the main investigation was entrained, which investigated the relationships 
between religiosity and risk perceptions. This is mainly done by conducting EFA, CFA and 
then Structural equation modelling (SEM) (Fox, 1984). However, clarifying validity and 
reliability of the study received first priority. 
4.8.1 Structural equation modelling 
SEM is the technique used to evaluate the relationship between a model’s constructs. It is 
an extension of multivariate techniques such as regression analysis. It allows the use of 
multiple indicators to measure unobserved variables, whilst considering the measurement 
errors when analysing the data (Hair et al., 2010). Applying it to interpret a large multivariate 
data set is considered one of the most significant improvements in quantitative research. 
Generally, SEM is used to determine the validity of a theoretical model by specifying, 
estimating and evaluating the linear relationships among a set of observed and unobserved 
variables (Byren, 2010). The linear relationships imply the causal links as the basis for 
hypotheses testing. There are a number of studies in the same area that have employed SEM 
techniques (e.g. Abou-Youssef et al., 2011; Chen & Tang, 2012; Muhamad & Mizerski, 
2013; Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012). 
To conduct an analysis by SEM, researchers follow two basic steps. Firstly, validating the 
measurement model and secondly fitting the structural model. In this study, EFA and CFA 
were used to test and test the measurement models. After that, the aim was to achieve the 
integrated fit model through path analysis with latent variables (Byren, 2010). Invariance 
testing was applied to test the differences between participants from two different locales 
(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Subhash, 2003). 
4.8.2 Validity and reliability 
Creswell (2013) stated that a perfect condition within a study exists when scores are 
reliable and valid. Reliability, which refers to the stability and consistency of the score, needs 
to be clarified before validity, which refers to the meaningfulness of the scores (Creswell, 
2013). Because all constructs in this study were based on well-tested instruments, the level of 
reliability and validity have been previously measured and accepted. 
In order to test reliability, there are several options; one of them is “coefficient alpha” 
(Cronbach, 1984), which is used to test for internal consistency. In this study, because items 
were considered as continuous variables, the alpha score provided a coefficient to estimate 
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consistency of scores on any particular construct, and, therefore, Cronbach’s alpha (1984) 
was an appropriate measure of reliability (Creswell, 2013). Adding to that, item-total 
correlations for the items were considered. Item-correlation means the correlation of a 
variable with the composite score of all variables forming the measure of a construct (Lu, 
Lai, & Cheng, 2007). The reason for using item-total correlation was to prevent the needless 
inclusion of more factors than what can be conceptually defined. 
Internal validity refers to the confidence level in the cause and effect relationship 
(Sekaran, 2003). As there was evidence supporting the proposed hypotheses that explain the 
relationships between dependent and independent variables it is argued that internal validity 
was high. Here in this study I controlled for gender, age and education and collected data 
from two different groups (Muslims in Saudi Arabia and Muslims in the West). All of these 
control measures helped to establish a high level of internal validity. 
However, this kind of study is artificial and inconsistent with the epistemology directed 
by the theory (Collis & Roger, 2009). This means that there was a potential threat on external 
validity if the research was limited to this scenario-based survey. External validity is the 
capability to generalise the results to society and settings outside the study itself (Newman, 
2006). In this research, the scenario-based survey with control variables and two different 
groups of participants made the research controlled and valid. This was sufficient to provide 
an applicable outcome which explained the relationship between variables. However, future 
research should be carried out in this field in order to improve external validity. Another issue 
related to external validity was achieving generalisability. Since the data was limited to only 
Muslim consumers in Saudi Arabia and Western countries, there was another potential threat 
in applying the outcome beyond these populations. However, because all constructs of the 
research had been tested in several contexts in previous research, this provided support for 
the study’s generalisability, and decreased the threat to external validity as well. 
Construct validity, which refers to the extent to which operational measurements reflect 
the concepts which are intended to be measured (Hair et al., 2010), can be determined by 
conducting Exploratory (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), which are a subset 
of Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). An EFA is a way to explore the loading of each of 
the items to confirm the number of constructs, while CFA is a way of investigating how well 
an a priori factor structure and its prospective configuration of loadings match the actual data 
(Byren, 2010; Hair et al., 2010). CFA was the preferred method for assessing construct 
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validity with previously established scales because it provided a stricter interpretation than 
methods of exploratory analysis like EFA and item-total correlation (Gerbing & Anderson, 
1988). CFA involved examining the convergent validity and discriminant validity.  
Convergent validity is defined as the extent to which the measured variables of a specific 
construct share a high proportion of variance in common, while discriminant validity is 
defined as the extent to which a construct is truly distinct from other constructs (Hair et al., 
2010). Assessment of convergent validity focuses on the magnitude of the standardised factor 
loading and their significance level. This means, the larger the factor loadings with a 
corresponding significant t-value, the better the evidence that the measured variables 
represent the underlying constructs (Bollen, 1989; Byren, 2010).  
Discriminant validity can be examined by an inspection of the correlation coefficient 
between each pair of variables. If the value of the correlation coefficient is very high, for 
example .85, it means the variables of interest might represent the same concept, which 
means that they should be combined as a single variable (Byren, 2010). In this study, EFA 
followed by CFA were used to discover and postulate the relationships between the observed 
measures and the underlying factors (Byren, 2010). In specific, it was used to check whether 
each construct was represented by the established items or not. Also, it was used to confirm 
whether it was better to conceptualise the extrinsic religiosity as one construct or two 
constructs with one called social extrinsic and the other called personal extrinsic. 
4.9 Ethical considerations 
This research was conducted in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
conduct in Research Involving Humans and the Queensland University of Technology ethics 
guidelines. It included Muslim consumers aged 18 to 60 years of age. A low risk Ethical 
Clearance application was attained. Participation in this research was completely voluntary 
and participants had the right to withdraw at any time (Aguinis & Henle, 2001). 
4.10 Chapter summary 
This chapter dealt with the explanation and justification of the chosen research 
methodology for Study One. The philosophical stance of the research, the survey approach, 
and the context of the research were all addressed. Reliability and validity of all constructs 
and the research concept were provided. Details were provided about the methods used in 
Study One, its aims, design, target population, sampling and data collection procedures. The 
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analytical approaches were considered, including: data screening, descriptive statistics, EFA, 
CFA, SEM and moderator effects. Finally, relevant ethical considerations were briefly 
described. The results of Study One are provided in Chapter Five.  
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5 Chapter Five: Findings of Study One 
This chapter has one specific purpose. It tests hypotheses one to six, which introduces an 
explanation of the direct relationships between the level of religiosity and the perceived 
social and psychological risk. It starts by introducing the data collection method and 
describing the sample characteristics. After that the data screening, descriptive statistics and 
process such as assessments of standard deviation and standard errors, outliers and missing 
data are provided. Next, an assessment of the measurement model using an exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) and a subsequent confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will be considered. 
Invariance tests for the measurement model are provided to see if there are significant 
differences between participants from Saudi Arabia and participants from Western countries. 
Finally, the relationships between IVs and DVs are tested using composite scores and 
structural equation modelling for FRIEND MAKER (FM) and THE LIFE (TL) scenarios 
followed by invariance tests for the structural models. 
5.1 Data profiles and screening process 
The electronic questionnaire of this study was sent via email to two groups of subjects. 
Participants in Saudi Arabia were targeted through a marketing research agency called 
YouGov. Participants from Western countries were targeted through lists of members at some 
Islamic Associations in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the USA. A total of 
1338 people participated, but 391 withdrew during the gathering of data and their responses 
were removed before starting the analysis. So, the total number of participants in Study One 
was n = 947. 
5.1.1 Outliers screening  
Outliers can be defined as the cases with scores that are substantially different from the 
rest (Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, it is vital to screen the data to spot outliers, as they can 
potentially bias the mean and inflate the standard deviation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Boxplots were generated for the summated scores of each construct. Outlier cases were then 
identified and summarised in Table ‎5.1. After removing the outlier cases, the final sample 
size for this study was 912 (from n = 947). 
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Table ‎5.1 Outliers cases from Study One 
Constructs Cases with Outliers  
Religiosity  
 Intrinsic 720, 495, 493, 198, 9, 824, 28, 305, 
279, 285, 663, 256, 280, 429, 682, 550, 
12, 282 
 Extrinsic 633, 905, 535. 515, 168, 513, 395, 
493, 254, 461 
Psychological Risk  
 FRIEND MAKER None 
 THE LIFE None 
Social Risk  
 FRIEND MAKER 945, 946, 905, 240, 633 
 THE LIFE 810, 831, 947, 732, 579, 421 
 
5.1.2 Assessment of standard deviation and standard errors of the mean 
Standard deviation (SD) indicates how well the mean represents the observed data. 
Standard error of the mean (SE) provides the sample representation of the population (Field, 
2009). A large SD means that the score is spread more widely around the mean, which means 
that the mean is not a good representation of the data. A small SD proves that the mean is an 
adequate representation of the data. A large SE shows that there is a lot of variation between 
the means of different samples, which means that the sample is not well representative of the 
population. Therefore, a small SE indicates that sample means are similar to the population 
mean, which improves the accuracy of the population reflection. In this study, it can be seen 
at Tables ‎5.2 to ‎5.7 that scores of SD and SE of most of the items are relatively small when 
compared to their means. As a result, the mean value is a good representative score for each 
variable in this data. Also, the small values of SE prove that the sample used was sufficiently 
representative of the population. 
The mean values for intrinsic religiosity items ranged between 3.73 and 4.68. SD ranged 
between 0.712 and 1.188, which are low enough to argue that the mean adequately represents 
the data. SE ranged between 0.024 and 0.039, which indicates that most of the sample means 
are similar to the population mean (see Table ‎5.2). 
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Table ‎5.2 Intrinsic Religiosity descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
1n. Religion is especially important to me because it 
answers many questions about the meaning of life 
912 4.68 0.024 0.712 
2n. The prayers I say when I am alone carry as much 
meaning and personal emotion as those said by me 
during services 
912 3.73 0.042 1.262 
5n. Quite often I have been keenly aware of the presence 
of God or the divine being 
912 4.67 0.024 0.722 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my 
whole approach to life 
912 4.48 0.030 0.908 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in 
private religious thought and meditation 
912 4.15 0.033 1.011 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith 912 4.26 0.031 0.922 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a 
Koran study group rather than a social fellowship 
912 3.78 0.037 1.120 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other 
dealings in life 
912 4.46 0.027 0.806 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I 
attend the services at the mosque 
912 3.89 0.039 1.188 
 
The mean values for extrinsic religiosity items ranged between 1.93 and 4.37. SD ranged 
between 1.030 and 1.523, which are low enough to argue that the mean adequately represents 
the data. SE was ranged between 0.034 and 0.050, which indicates that most of the sample 
means are similar to the population mean Table ‎5.3. 
Table ‎5.3 Extrinsic Religiosity descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
3x. A primary reason for my interest in religion is that 
my Mosque has congenial social activities 
912 2.48 0.045 1.347 
4x. One reason for my being a member of a Mosque is 
that such membership helps to establish a person in the 
community 
912 2.94 0.050 1.523 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let 
religious consideration influence my everyday affairs 
912 2.18 0.043 1.295 
9x. The mosque is most important as a place to 
formulate good social relationships 
912 3.79 0.038 1.150 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when 
sorrows and misfortune strike 
912 4.37 0.034 1.030 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long 
as I lead a moral life 
912 2.33 0.046 1.400 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise 
my religious beliefs in order to protect my social and 
economic interests 
912 2.01 0.041 1.252 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are 
many more important things in my life 
912 1.93 0.042 1.272 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray 912 2.25 0.048 1.457 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and 
peaceful life 
912 4.07 0.041 1.246 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief 
and protection 
912 3.83 0.044 1.324 
 
The mean values for items of psychological risk perception in the social website scenarios 
FM ranged between 3.10 and 3.34. SD ranged between 1.293 and 1.309, which are low 
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enough to argue that the mean adequately represents the data. SE was 0.043 in all items, 
which indicates that most of the sample means are similar to the population mean (see 
Table ‎5.4). 
Table ‎5.4 Psychological Risk (FRIEND MAKER) descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will 
make me feel psychologically uncomfortable 
912 3.34 0.043 1.296 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives 
me a feeling of unwanted anxiety 
912 3.21 0.043 1.293 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes 
me to experience unnecessary tension 
912 3.10 0.043 1.309 
 
The mean values for items of social risk perception in FM scenarios ranged between 2.17 
and 2.79. SD ranged between 1.069 and 1.348, which are low enough to argue that the mean 
adequately represents the data. SE ranged between 0.036 and 0.045, which indicates that most 
of the sample means are similar to the population mean (see Table ‎5.5). 
Table ‎5.5 Social Risk (Friend Maker) descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
4SR. I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held 
in higher esteem by my associates at work 
912 2.17 0.036 1.096 
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes 
me concern because some friends would think I was 
just being showy 
912 2.44 0.039 1.176 
6SR. My usage of FRIEND MAKER would make me 
look foolish by some people whose opinion I value 
912 2.79 0.045 1.348 
 
The mean values for items of psychological risk perception in the dancing school 
scenarios TL ranged between 3.40 and 3.56. SD ranged between 1.364 and 1.380, which are 
low enough to argue that the mean adequately represents the data. SE ranged between 0.045 
and 0.046, which indicates that most of the sample means are similar to the population mean 
Table ‎5.6. 
Table ‎5.6 Psychological Risk (THE LIFE) descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
1PR. The thought of using THE LIFE will make me 
feel psychologically uncomfortable 
912 3.56 0.046 1.380 
2PR. The thought of using THE LIFE gives me a 
feeling of unwanted anxiety 
912 3.41 0.045 1.371 
3PR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me to 
experience unnecessary tension 
912 3.40 0.045 1.364 
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The mean values for items of social risk perception in THE LIFE scenarios ranged 
between 2.03 and 2.52. SD ranged between 1.134 and 1.443, which are low enough to argue 
that the mean adequately represents the data. SE ranged between 0.038 and 0.048, which 
indicates that most of the sample means are similar to the population mean (see Table ‎5.7). 
Table ‎5.7 Social Risk (THE LIFE) descriptive analysis for all data in Study One 
 N M SE SD 
4SR. If I use THE LIFE, I think I would be held in 
higher esteem by my associates at work 
912 2.03 0.038 1.134 
5SR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me 
concern because some friends would think I was just 
being showy 
912 2.52 0.042 1.277 
6SR. My usage of THE LIFE would make me look 
foolish by some people whose opinion I value 
912 3.05 0.048 1.443 
 
5.1.3 Descriptive Statistics for the Final Sample 
 Final sample size after the data cleaning was n = 912. Males (56%) were slightly more 
represented in the sample than females. Respondents from Saudi Arabia comprised 57.9% of 
the sample and the rest indicated that they came from any of Australia, United States, UK, 
Canada, or New Zealand. Around a half (51.7%) were between 18 and 30 years old, while 
one third (32.3%) were in the 31–40 age bracket. The rest were 41 years and over. Almost 
half (47.3%) had a bachelor’s degree while a few had a master’s degree (17.2%), a PhD 
(7.1%), diploma (12.9%), and high school or less was 15.5%. The majority (95%) indicated 
that they were Muslims since birth.  
5.2 Assessment of measurement model 
5.2.1 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
A series of exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were first conducted to assess the various 
measurement models. For this study, separate EFAs were conducted for the religiosity 
(extrinsic and intrinsic) scales and the risk (psychological and social) scales in each scenario 
(FRIEND MAKER [FM] and THE LIFE [TL]).  
For religiosity, an EFA, specifically using principal axis factoring with a subsequent 
promax Kaiser Normalization rotation was conducted. Initial analysis indicated that data had 
adequate factorability (KMO = .887; Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant: χ2 = 7883.44, 
df = 153, p < .001). Four components with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were found but the 
scree plot suggested three factors. Therefore, a re-run of the analysis forcing the solution to 3 
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components was conducted (Intrinsic I, Social Extrinsic SE and Personal Extrinsic PE). The 
result led some items to be subsequently excluded due to low communality (#2n), or double 
loadings (#3x, #4x, #5n, #1n) (Hair et al., 2010). Item #9x (The mosque is most important as 
a place to formulate good social relationships) was loaded in the intrinsic religiosity factor as 
seen in Table ‎5.8. While this item has been considered as an extrinsic variable in all previous 
research, I assume that it was misunderstood by the participants in this study. The possible 
reasons for this misunderstanding can be confusion about the importance of performing 
prayers at mosques. Since praying at mosque is the most appropriate method to prove being 
religious in Islam, participants may have read the first part and when they recognised the 
word “mosque”, they thought about the positive part of going to mosque. To be aligned with 
the literature and to refuse any possible inaccurate results in the main analysis, this item will 
be deleted from the next stages of the analysis. Table ‎5.9 provides the KMO values for 
religiosity in general and each of intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity constructs. All KMOs for 
religiosity constructs are well above the minimum acceptable level of .60 as recommended by 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). 
Table ‎5.8 Summary of three Factor Loadings for Religiosity Scales (Intrinsic, Social 
Extrinsic and Personal Extrinsic) 
 Factors 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the services at 
the mosque 
.732   
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .700   
9x. The mosque is most important as a place to formulate good social 
relationships 
.655   
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study group 
rather than a social fellowship 
.629   
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious 
thought and meditation 
.619   
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .575   
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to 
life 
.488   
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important 
things in my life 
 .783  
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious consideration 
influence my everyday affair 
 .687  
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in 
order to protect my social and economic interests 
 .669  
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral life 
 
 .616  
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray 
 
 .561  
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection 
 
  .856 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life 
 
  .806 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune 
strike 
  .606 
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Table ‎5.9 KMO‎and‎Bartlett’s‎Test‎of‎Sphericity‎for‎Religiosity‎for‎Study‎One 
 
Construct 
 
KMO 
Bartlett’s‎test‎of‎sphericity 
Approx. Chi-
Square 
df Sig. Factors 
Overall 
Religiosity 
.887 7883.44 135 .000 3 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
.809 886.454 15 .000 1 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
.724 1272.806 28 .000 2 
 
For risk perception (FM) scenario, an EFA, specifically using principal axis factoring 
with a subsequent promax Kaiser Normalization rotation was conducted. For this study, the 
initial analysis indicated that data has adequate factorability (KMO = .749; Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity is significant: χ2 = 3067.629, df = 15, p < .001). Two components (psychological 
and social) with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were found (see Table ‎5.10). All items show 
high level of communalities, however, Item #6SR (My usage of FRIEND MAKER would 
make me look foolish to some people whose opinion I value) was double loaded. This item 
was subsequently excluded from the rest of analysis, especially after an extra trial on CFA to 
support this decision.  
Table ‎5.10 Summary of Two Factor Loadings for Risk Perception Scales (Psychological PR 
and Social SR) for FRIEND MAKER Scenarios 
 Factors 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.951  
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
.937  
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.903  
4SR. I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem by 
my associates at work 
 .843 
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
 .778 
6SR. My usage of FRIEND MAKER would make me look foolish to some 
people whose opinion I value 
.502 .578 
 
For risk perception (TL) scenarios, an EFA, specifically using principal axis factoring 
with a subsequent promax Kaiser Normalization rotation was conducted. For this study, 
initial analysis indicated that data has adequate factorability (KMO = .767; Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity is significant: χ2 = 3489.695, df = 15, p < .001). Two components (Psychological 
and social) with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were found (see Table ‎5.11). All items show 
high level of communality, however, again item #6SR (My usage of THE LIFE would make 
me look foolish to some people whose opinion I value) was double loaded. The continued 
problems from the same item in different products’ scenarios support the exclusion of it from 
65 
 
the rest of the analysis. Unfortunately, not all KMOs for risk perception constructs were well 
above the minimum acceptable level of 0.60 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Social risk 
perception was less than the acceptable level (see Table ‎5.12). 
Table ‎5.11 Summary of Two Factor Loadings for Risk Perception Scales (Psychological PR 
and Social SR) for THE LIFE Scenarios 
 Factors 
2PR. The thought of using THE LIFE gives me a feeling of unwanted 
anxiety 
.958  
3PR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me to experience unnecessary 
tension 
.950  
1PR. The thought of using THE LIFE will make me feel psychologically 
uncomfortable 
.922  
4SR. I use THE LIFE, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my 
associates at work 
 .841 
5SR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me concern because some 
friends would think I was just being showy 
 .782 
6SR. My usage of THE LIFE would make me look foolish to some people 
whose opinion I value 
.623 .447 
 
Table ‎5.12 Table ‎4 9 KMO and Bartlett’s‎Test‎of‎Sphericity‎for‎Risk‎Perception‎in‎Study 
One 
 
Construct 
 
KMO 
Bartlett’s‎test‎of‎sphericity 
Approx. 
Chi-Square 
df Sig. Factors 
Overall Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
. 749 3067.629 15 .000 2 
Overall Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
. 767 3489.695 15 .000 2 
Psychological Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
. 735 2364.246 3 .000 1 
Social Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
.500* 97.892 1 .000 1 
Psychological Risk 
(THE LIFE) 
.750 2730.772 3 .000 1 
Social Risk (THE 
LIFE) 
.500* 100.560 1 .000 1 
 
5.2.2 Scales reliability 
Four scales were used in this study to measure the proposed constructs; intrinsic 
religiosity, extrinsic religiosity, psychological risk and social risk. The EFA assessments 
showed that that extrinsic religiosity was divided into two different constructs, social 
extrinsic religiosity and personal extrinsic religiosity, conforming with Ji and Ibrahim (2007) 
and Chen and Tang (2012). Also, EFA confirmed the non-factorability of the construct, social 
risk, in both scenarios, FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE. In this section, to ensure that such 
a set of measurement scales consistently and accurately captured the meaning of the 
constructs, an analysis of scale reliability was performed through assessments of internal 
consistency and item correlations. 
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The degree to which responses are consistent across the items is call internal consistency 
(Kline, 2005). Researchers normally use Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient to measure internal 
consistency. This measure calculates the estimated correlation of a set of items and true 
scores. A high level of Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient indicates that the items are not 
heterogeneous and they perform sufficiently in representing the particular construct. A score 
of Cronbach’s Alpha over .70 is an acceptable indicator of internal consistency. Any value 
between .60 and .70 can be considered as the lower limit of acceptable score (Hair et al., 
2010; Pallant, 2010). Less than .60 means the construct is unreliable. 
In this study the Cronbach’s alpha of five constructs were assessed. Only items that 
loaded rightly in the EFA assessments have been confirmed, intrinsic religiosity (6 items), 
social extrinsic religiosity (5 items), psychological risk perception (3 items) and social risk 
perception (2 items). Internal consistency of risk perception constructs was assessed twice 
under the two different product scenarios, FM and TL. All Cronbach’s Alphas were in the 
range of acceptable levels except the social risk construct, which had a score under .6 in each 
scenario (see Table ‎5.13). Therefore, as EFA confirmed as low, a KMO in the social risk 
construct and the internal consistency of the construct were also low, excluding the weak 
item and treating social risk as a single item construct was a possible solution (Bergkvist & 
Rossiter, 2007).  
The two items in social risk perception may represent the purpose of social risk. 
However, the confirmatory factor analysis and construct validity assessment section will be 
the main guidance into the decision of treating social risk as a two-item construct as has been 
done by Stone and Gronhaug (1993), or it may be treated as a single item construct choosing 
which one of the two items is the best predictor of social risk. The usage of a single-item 
measure can be sufficient if the object of the construct is concrete singular, meaning it 
consists of one object that is easily and uniformly imagined (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007; 
Rossiter, 2002). Social risk perception mainly concerns perceived risk based on how others 
think about an individual when using a kind of product or service.  
Table ‎5.13 Cronbach’s‎Alphas‎of‎Measurement‎Scales‎for‎Each‎Construct 
Construct Number of items Participants Cronbach’s‎Alpha 
Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
6 912 .72 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
5 912 .70 
Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
3 912 .67 
Psychological Risk 
Perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
3 912 .93 
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Social Risk Perception 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
2 912 .48* 
Psychological Risk 
Perception (THE LIFE) 
3 912 .95 
Social Risk Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
2 912 .49* 
 
As Cronbach’s Alpha is not a statistical test, but a coefficient of reliability (or 
consistency), it has been suggested that analyses of the item-total correlations for the items 
should be considered. Item-correlation means the correlation of a variable with the composite 
score of all variables forming the measure of a construct (Lu, Lai, & Cheng, 2007). This 
analysis is useful in eliminating unnecessary items prior to determining the factors that 
represent the construct (Churchill, 1979). It helps to prevent the needless inclusion of more 
factors than can be conceptually defined.  
In the reliability analysis in SPSS, version 21, the value of the item total correlation is 
corrected, which requires an exclusion of the score of a variable of interest when calculating 
the composite score. If the value of the corrected item-total correlation is less than .30, the 
item is measuring something different from the whole construct (Pallant, 2010). In this study, 
the results of the corrected item-total correlation are presented in Tables ‎5.14 to ‎5.20. All 
results indicate that all items within each construct measure the actual construct because all of 
the corrected item-total correlations were above .30. Social risk perception items were also 
more than .30 but very close to the cut-off at .319 for the FRIEND MAKER scenarios (see 
Table ‎5.18), and .324 for THE LIFE scenario (see Table ‎5.20). Up to this stage there was no 
potential elimination. Even in social risk, this test could not indicate which item should be 
used for the single item construct in the main analysis. The final decision upon the used items 
in the final analysis was not confirmed until finalising the assessments of confirmatory factor 
analysis and assessing construct validity. 
Table ‎5.14 Item-total Correlations of Intrinsic Religiosity 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the services at 
the mosque 
.445 .681 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .498 .663 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study group 
rather than a social fellowship 
.393 .696 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious 
thought and meditation 
.403 .690 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .537 .658 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to 
life 
.463 .673 
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Table ‎5.15 Item-total Correlations of Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important 
things in my life 
.531 .616 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious consideration 
influence my everyday affairs 
.502 .627 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in 
order to protect my social and economic interests 
.415 .662 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral life .456 .646 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray .372 .685 
 
Table ‎5.16 Item-total Correlations of Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection .543 .448 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life .535 .499 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune 
strike 
.385 .689 
 
Table ‎5.17 Item-total Correlations of Psychological Risk Perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
. 899 .864 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
.868 .889 
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.802 .940 
 
Table ‎5.18 Item-total Correlations of Social Risk Perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
4SR. If I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem by 
my associates at work 
.319  
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
.319  
 
Table ‎5.19 Item-total Correlations of Psychological Risk Perception (THE LIFE) 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
2PR. The thought of using THE LIFE gives me a feeling of unwanted 
anxiety 
. 916 .897 
3PR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me to experience unnecessary 
tension 
.898 .911 
1PR. The thought of using THE LIFE will make me feel psychologically 
uncomfortable 
.844 .952 
 
Table ‎5.20 Item-total Correlations of Social Risk Perception (THE LIFE) 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
4SR. IF I use THE LIFE, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my 
associates at work 
.324  
5SR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me concern because some 
friends would think I was just being showy 
.324  
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5.2.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
Providing the result of the assessment of reliability is significant for any research, 
however, it is not sufficient to confirm the validity of the measurement scales. Confirming 
whether the collected data is a good fit for the hypothesised model before testing the 
hypotheses is highly important. Also, the assessment of construct validity is a vital 
component in measurement theory (Hair et al., 2010). Based on the factor loadings derived 
from the EFA and the reliability assessment of each construct, the scales were subjected to 
confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). A CFA is a way of assessing how well the a priori 
factor structure and its respective pattern of loadings match the actual data (Hair et al., 2010). 
It can also be used to improve an existing theoretical perspective, support an existing 
structure and examine a well-known dimensional structure in different populations 
(DiStefano & Hess, 2005). In this study the process involved testing how well the factor 
structure of each construct fitted the data and examining the model parameters to assess 
construct validity. Analysis was carried out using a maximum likelihood estimation 
procedure using AMOS 21 software. 
An imperative feature of a CFA is its capability to define how well the specified factor 
model represents the data. This can be completed by examining the model fit indices. If the 
fit indices are verified to be adequate, the model is invariably accepted. If the model includes 
unsatisfactory fit indices, it can be re-specified to be improved rather than being rejected. 
There are two classes of fit indices, absolute and incremental. 
Absolute fit indices are a direct measure of how well the specified model reproduces the 
observed data (Hair et al., 2010). Absolute fit indices provide a basic assessment of how well 
the theory fits the sample data (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). A fundamental absolute fit index is 
a Chi-square (χ²) statistic, which generally includes the value of χ², degrees of freedom (df) 
and significance level. By convention, a non-significant χ² indicates that the model fits the 
data, thus the model is accepted. On the other hand, a significant χ² (p < .05) suggests that the 
model does not fit the data and should be rejected. Yet, absolute indices may be undesirably 
affected by sample size (Kline, 2005). Consequently, other alternative indices have been 
developed to quantify the degree of model fit (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). These indices are 
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the 
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR). 
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Incremental fit indices refer to the degree to which the model of interest is superior to the 
following alternative baseline models (Hair et al., 2010). The common baseline model is 
referred to as a null model, which assumes all observed variables are uncorrelated. Popular 
incremental fit indices include, Comparative-Fit-Index (CFI) and Incremental-Fit-Index (IFI). 
Estimation Method requires accurately calculating the model parameters and fit indices. A 
variety of estimation methods are available such as Maximum Likelihood (ML), Generalised 
Least Square (GLS), Weighted Least Square (WLS), Asymptotically Distribution Free (ADF) 
and Ordinary Least Square (OLS). Choosing an estimation method generally is subject to the 
distributional property of the data, model complexity and sample size (Shah & Goldstein, 
2006). Each one of the estimation methods has computational pros and cons. ML assumes 
that the data is normal and requires that the input data matrix be positive definite (Shah & 
Goldstein, 2006). Also, ML is relatively unbiased under moderate violations of normality or 
if there is a large sample size. WLS and ADF do not require an assumption of normal 
distribution, but they demand a very large sample size for accurate estimates. OLS is 
considered the most robust method and requires no distributional assumption, however, it is 
scale invariant and does not provide fit indices or standard errors for estimates (Shah & 
Goldstein, 2006).  
In this study, normality of data distribution was not a potential issue due to the notably 
large sample sizes. ML would be considered an appropriate method. Also, χ²/df, GFI, CFI, 
IFI, and RMSEA were used as model fit indices. To have an acceptable fit these five indices 
were measured against the following criteria, χ²/df < 3.0; GFI, CFI and IFI > .90; RMSEA < 
.08 (Hair et al., 2010). 
Assessing construct validity using the CFA involved an examination of convergent 
validity and discriminant validity. Convergent validity is the extent to which the measured 
items of a specific construct share a high proportion of variance in common. Discriminant 
validity is the extent to which a construct is truly distinct from other constructs (Hair et al., 
2010). The assessment of convergent validity focuses on the magnitude of the standardised 
factor loadings and their significance level. The larger the factor loadings with the 
corresponding significant critical value, the stronger the evidence that the measured variables 
represent the underlying constructs (Bollen, 1989). Discriminant validity provides evidence 
that a construct is exclusive and captures some phenomena other constructs do not (Kline, 
2005). There are a few measures that are useful for establishing convergent and discriminant 
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validity: Significant critical values of each item (CR > 1.96), Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE), Maximum Shared Variance (MSV), and Average Shared Variance (ASV). The 
thresholds for these values are as follows: convergent validity: α > AVE and AVE > 0.5; 
discriminant validity: MSV < AVE and ASV < AVE. Also, discriminant validity can be 
tested by inspecting the correlation coefficient between each pair of variables. If the value of 
the correlation coefficient is very high (i.e. greater than .85), then the variables of interest 
might represent the same concept and should be combined as a single variable (Kline, 2005; 
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The following sections will test the measurement of religiosity 
constructs and risk perception constructs and then perform the CFA for the full measurement 
model of this study. 
5.2.3.1 Religiosity constructs 
The CFA results of the religiosity factors are presented in Table ‎5.21.The model in 
Figure ‎5.1 appears to have an adequate fit with an issue with χ²/df, which is over 3.0 : χ² = 
255.280; df = 74; χ²/df =3.44; GFI = 0.96; CFI = .92; IFI = .92; and RMSEA = .05. All the 
factor loadings, ranging from .448 to .734 were significant at p < .01 level and this suggests 
that data passed the first convergent validity test. However, after conducting the second 
convergent validity test, results (see Table ‎5.22) show that there are convergent validity 
problems with all of the constructs (AVE < 0.5). This means that there are items that do not 
really represent the construct. For the discriminant validity, all the correlation coefficients 
between each pair of factors, ranging from -.09 to .10, were less than .85. Also, all MSV < 
AVE and ASV < AVE, which confirmed that there were no problems related to discriminant 
validity and each construct is unique from the others (see Table ‎5.22). 
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Figure ‎5-1 CFA model for religiosity measures S-Extrinsic = Social Extrinsic & 
P_Extrinsic = Personal Extrinsic) 
73 
 
Table ‎5.21 CFA Results of Religiosity Constructs 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study 
group rather than a social fellowship 
.455 f.p 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intrinsic-S_Extrinsic: 
-.09 
Intrinsic-P_Extrinsic: 
.10 
S_Extrinsic-
P_Extrinsic: .09 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the 
services at the mosque 
.502 9.897 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .572 10.487 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious 
thought and meditation 
.484 9.621 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .692 11.294 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach 
to life 
.603 10.738 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs 
in order to protect my social and economic interests 
.512 f.p 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more 
important things in my life 
.642 11.657 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious 
consideration influence my everyday affairs 
.650 11.712 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral 
life 
.580 11.140 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray .448 9.543 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and 
misfortune strike 
.490 f.p 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection .699 11.462 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life .734 11.435 
Model fit indices: χ² = 255.280, df = 74, χ²/df = 3.44, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.92, IFI = .92, RMSEA = .05, f.p., fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: Critical 
ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level), Intrinsic = Intrinsic Religiosity, S_Extrinsic = Social Extrinsic Religiosity, P_Extrinisc = Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity. 
 
Table ‎5.22 Validity of Religiosity Constructs 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV S_Extrinsic Intrinsic P_Extrinsic 
S_Extrinsic 0.704 0.327 0.075 0.073 0.572 
  
Intrinsic 0.727 0.312 0.164 0.118 -0.269 0.558 
 
P_Extrinsic 0.681 0.422 0.164 0.119 0.273 0.405 0.650 
 
5.2.3.2 Risk perception constructs 
The non-factorability of social risk perception construct with KMO = .500 < .6 in 
Table ‎5.12 at the assessment of EFA significantly affected the CFA results of the risk 
perception factors .The model at Figure ‎5.2 appears to have fit problems: χ² = 102.234; df = 
4; χ²/df =25.56 > 3.0; GFI = 0.96; CFI = .96; IFI = .96; and RMSEA = .164 > .08. Factor 
loadings at Table ‎5.23 show a significant inflation problem with item 4SR “If I use FRIEND 
MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my associates at work”. Firstly, this 
result supports the decision of treating social risk perception as a single item construct; 
secondly, it shows that item 5SR “The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern 
because some friends would think I was just being showy” is the best item for describing the 
affects of others opinions and concerns about the individual consumer. The correlation 
coefficient between psychological risk perception and social risk perception was -.017, which 
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is less than .85 supporting the discriminant validity of the constructs. Table ‎5.24 shows that 
there is a high level of convergent validity in psychological risk perception (AVE > .5); while 
there is a convergent validity problem with social risk perception (AVE < .5). There were no 
problems related to discriminant validity because all MSV < AVE and ASV < AVE, which 
means that each construct is unique from the others. The same analysis was conducted with 
the scenarios of THE LIFE and similar results were shown. This indicates that respondents 
answered the questions of risk perceptions with a full understanding of the treatments which 
improves the credibility of the findings. However, because of the differences between the 
origins of the two products, there is the possibility of having a different result in the main 
analysis. 
Table ‎5.23 CFA Results of Risk Perception 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.828 f.p 
 
 
 
 
Sych_Risk-
Social_Risk: -
.017 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.966 38.201 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
.918 36.365 
4SR. If I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem 
by my associates at work 
17.026 f.p 
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
.023 .694 
Model fit indices: χ² = 102.234, df = 4, χ²/df = 25.56, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .164, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level) problematic with social risk, Psyc_Risk = Psychological 
Risk Perception, Social_Risk = Social Risk Perception 
 
Table ‎5.24 Validity of Risk Perception Constructs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV 
Psyc_FM 0.932 0.821 0.292 0.109 
Social_FM 0.551 0.359 0.292 0.088 
Figure ‎5-2 CFA model for risk perception measures 
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5.2.3.3 CFA for full model of Study One 
The CFA results of all factors in the proposed measurement model of the relationship 
between consumer religiosity and risk perception (FM scenarios) are presented in Table ‎5.25. 
The model in Figure ‎5.3 appears to have a sufficient fit: χ² = 304.338; df = 113; χ²/df =2.69; 
GFI = 0.96; CFI = .96; IFI = .96; and RMSEA = .043. All the factor loadings, ranging from 
.466 to .965 were significant at p < .01 level, which means an initially acceptable convergent 
validity. All the correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from -.12 to 
.11, were less than .85, which supports the discriminant validity of the construct. However, 
Table ‎5.26 shows that there is a convergent validity problem with all of the constructs (AVE 
< 0.5) except of the psychological risk one. Convergent validity issues imply that the items of 
such a construct do not correlate well with each other within their parent factor; that is, the 
latent factor is not well explained by its observed variables. Nevertheless, there were no 
problems related to discriminant validity because all MSV < AVE and ASV < AVE, which 
means that each construct is unique from the others. The same tests were conducted for TL 
scenarios and the results were in the same range. 
To solve the convergent validity matters, CFA was re-tested after taking off items with 
the lowest factor loadings. The result provided an acceptable fit for the model; however, the 
improvement in the convergent validity was not adequate (see Table ‎5.27). Also, all 
constructs significantly lost their level of reliability. Therefore, since the original model 
showed a significant fit, and in order to keep the level of consistency of each construct, the 
model shown in Figure ‎5.3 will be used for the remaining analysis as the measurement 
model. It was apparent in this study that convergent validity issues were due to the non-
reflective nature of some of the items, which happened because of the differences between 
how various respondents interpreted the items (Peter, 1981). Therefore, this will be 
considered as part of the limitations of the study when interpreting the subsequent findings. 
The following section is the invariance test for the measurement model.  
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Figure ‎5-3 CFA model of the relationships between religiosity and risk 
perception (measurement model) 
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Table ‎5.25 CFA results of the model of the relationship between religiosity and risk 
perception 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study 
group rather than a social fellowship 
.466 f.p 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intrinsic-
S_Extrinsic: -.09 
Intrinsic-
P_Extrinsic: .11 
Intrinsic-Psyc_FM: 
.18 
S_Extrinsic-
P_Extrinsic: .09 
S_Extrinisc- 
Psyc_FM: -.12 
P_Extrinsic- 
Psyc_FM: .03 
 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the 
services at the mosque 
.512 10.146 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .573 10.755 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private 
religious thought and meditation 
.482 9.794 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .686 11.588 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole 
approach to life 
.601 10.994 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious 
beliefs in order to protect my social and economic interests 
.513 f.p 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more 
important things in my life 
.644 11.706 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious 
consideration influence my everyday affairs 
.647 11.723 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a 
moral life 
.579 11.155 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray .450 9.588 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and 
misfortune strike 
.490 f.p 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection .699 11.462 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life .733 11.446 
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.828 f.p 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.965 38.159 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to 
experience unnecessary tension 
.919 36.365 
Model fit indices: χ² = 304.338, df = 113, χ²/df = 2.69, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .043, f.p., fixed parameter for estimation, 
CR***: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level), Intrinsic = Intrinsic Religiosity, S_Extrinsic = Social Extrinsic Religiosity, P_Extrinsic 
= Personal Extrinsic Religiosity, Psyc_FM = Psychological Risk Perception for FRIEND MAKER Scenarios 
 
Table ‎5.26 Validity of the constructs in the model of the relationship between religiosity and 
risk perception 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV P_Extrinsic Intrinsic S_Extrinsic Psyc_FM 
P_Extrinsic 0.681 0.422 0.164 0.081 0.650       
Intrinsic 0.728 0.312 0.164 0.115 0.405 0.559     
S_Extrinsic 0.705 0.327 0.075 0.059 0.273 -0.267 0.572   
Psyc_FM 0.932 0.820 0.109 0.048 0.058 0.330 -0.176 0.906 
 
Table ‎5.27 After taking off the items with the lowest factor loading, validity of the constructs 
in the model of the relationship between religiosity and risk perception 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV P_Extrinsic Intrinsic S_Extrinsic Psyc_FM 
P_Extrinsic 0.681 0.423 0.162 0.111 0.650       
Intrinsic 0.628 0.370 0.162 0.137 0.405 0.608     
S_Extrinsic 0.669 0.407 0.162 0.112 0.086 -0.334 0.638   
Psyc_FM 0.932 0.820 0.109 0.048 0.058 0.330 -0.176 0.906 
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5.2.4 Method bias 
To examine common method bias, the one factor test by Harman (1976) was conducted 
by entering all the items into a principle components test with varimax rotation. The cut-off 
point in this test suggests that if a single factor accounts for more than 50% of the variance, 
the opportunity that common method bias happened will be high. For the data in this study, 
the first factor accounted for less than 20% of the variance, confirming the non-existence of 
common method bias. 
5.2.5 Measurement model Invariance 
In this study I collected the data from Muslims living in two different environments, 
Saudi Arabia, as Muslims in an Islamic society, and Western countries, as Muslims in non-
Muslim countries. This means that multi-group tests needed to be conducted to examine 
whether there was measurement equivalence in the measurement model between Muslims in 
Saudi Arabia and Muslims in the West. The investigation for equivalent measurement model 
is most significant as a non-equivalent model suggests that the measurement model will be 
different across the two groups of participants, which means that a separation of the two 
groups will be needed for the structural model analysis. This means that an invariance test 
was needed before composites could be created using the factor scores in CFA (Byren, 2010; 
Netemeyer et al., 2003). This test clarified that the factor structures were equivalent across 
different values of a multi-group moderator. Specifically, the categorical variable “Place” had 
the same factor structure for Muslims in Saudi Arabia and Muslims in Western countries. 
 The CFA result of the analysis of data from two locales, estimated freely, showed an 
adequate fit model: χ² = 482.909; df = 226; χ²/df = 2.13; GFI = 0.94; CFI = .95; IFI = .95; and 
RMSEA = .035. This acceptable fit meant that there was a configurable invariance, which 
means the two groups are roughly equivalent with regards to the factor structure. To confirm 
this finding a χ² difference test was conducted after constraining the model. The result 
confirmed the invariance because the (p-value = 1.000 > .05) was insignificant. This means 
that the data met the metric invariance tests and composite variables can be calculated out of 
these factor scores and a path analysis can be conducted to test the relationships between 
variables without a multi group analysis.  
In summary, EFA results confirmed the conceptualisation of religiosity into three 
different constructs rather than two. Risk perception items were loaded onto two constructs: 
psychological and social. All constructs were factorable and reliable except for social risk 
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perception. This problem led to social risk perception being treated as a single item construct. 
CFA results confirmed a fit measurement model in both FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE 
scenarios. There were no significant differences between Saudi participants and other 
Muslims from the West in the measurement model. The next section will start with creating a 
composite of each construct and then checking the variance among the four groups of 
conditions and finish with testing the structural model of this study. 
 
5.3 Composite 
Composite scores were generated for each of the variables in light of the findings of the 
EFA and CFA. The basic descriptive statistics for the variables in Study One are summarised 
in Table ‎5.28. All of the variables are significantly inter-correlated with all other variables 
except of the correlation between personal extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk 
perception.  
Table ‎5.28 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for composite variables in Study One 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 
1 Intrinsic Religiosity  4.17 0.64 
    
2 Social Extrinsic Religiosity  2.14 0.89 -.132** 
   
3 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 4.09 0.94 .303** .214** 
  
4 Psychological Risk Perception 3.21 1.22 .280** -.148** .046 
 
5 Social Risk Perception  2.44 1.18 .001** .118** .107** .299** 
 
5.4 Regression-based path analysis (Study One) 
To test the relationship between religiosity and psychological and social risk perception, a 
series of regression-based path analyses were conducted. The risk factors (psychological and 
social) were accordingly entered as outcome variables while religiosity (intrinsic, social 
extrinsic and personal extrinsic) were entered as independent variables. Gender, age, 
education and place were entered as covariate controls. The analyses were done for each 
scenario (FM and TL) separately. 
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Results confirmed significant impacts of intrinsic religiosity and social extrinsic 
religiosity on the perceived psychological and social risk in FRIEND MAKER and THE 
LIFE scenarios. However, personal extrinsic religiosity did not have a significant impact on 
both components of risk perception in the two fictional scenarios (see Table ‎5.29 and 
Table ‎5.30). Intrinsic religiosity had a significant positive relationship with psychological risk 
perception (FM β = .27, R2 = .091, p < .001; TL β = .29, R2 = .113, p < .001). This confirms 
the first hypothesis of this study H1. For the relationship with the perceived social risk, 
intrinsic religiosity had a significant positive impact as well (FM β = .11, R2 = .032, p < .05; 
TL β = .07, R2 = .027, p < .05). This confirms the two parts of the second hypothesis of this 
study H2a & H2b. Social extrinsic religiosity had significant negative relationship with 
psychological risk perception (FM β = -.11, R2 = .091, p < .05; TL β = -.13, R2 = .113, p < 
.001). This confirms the third hypothesis of this study, H3. The fourth hypothesis, H4, was 
also confirmed because the result supported the positive relationship between social extrinsic 
religiosity and the perceived social risk (FM β = .12, R2 = .032, p < .001; TL β = .11, R2 = 
.027, p < .05). Other hypotheses, H5 and H6, were not supported because the result did not 
show significance in relationships of personal extrinsic religiosity with either the perceived 
psychological or social risk. All of these hypotheses were re-tested using SEM as a more 
sensitive tool in order to improve the level of accuracy of the results. 
Table ‎5.29 Result of path analysis (regression) (FRIEND MAKER) 
Effects  Model Summary 
Dependent 
Variables 
Independent Variables β SE t p R2 F df1 df2 p 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
     .091 30.33 3 908 .000 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.27 .06 7.91 .000      
 Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
 
-.11 .05 -3.32 .001      
 Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
-.01 .05 -.34 .734      
Social Risk 
Perception 
     .032 9.897 3 908 .000 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.11 .07 3.17 .002      
 Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
 
.12 .05 3.59 .000      
 Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
.047 .05 1.31 .188      
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Table ‎5.30 Result of path analysis (regression) (THE LIFE) 
Effects  Model Summary 
Dependent 
Variables 
Independent Variables β SE t p R2 F df1 df2 p 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
     .113 38.61 3 908 .000 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.29 .07 8.81 .000      
 Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
 
-.13 .05 -4.09 .000      
 Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
-.03 .05 -.88 .379      
Social Risk 
Perception 
     .027 8.304 3 908 .000 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.07 .07 1.99 .046      
 Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
 
.11 .05 3.33 .001      
 Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
.068 .05 1.91 .056      
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5.5 Path analysis using SEM (Study One) 
Structural equation modelling (SEM) is an advanced tool of multivariate techniques like 
regression analysis. It allows the use of multiple indicators to measure unobserved variables, 
whilst taking into account measurement errors when analysing the data (Hair et al., 2010). 
SEM is normally conducted to determine whether a conceptual model is valid throughout 
postulating, estimating and assessing the linear relationships among a set of observed and 
unobserved variables (Byren, 2010). The model used in the SEM analysis is normally 
observed as the amalgamation of a measurement model and a structural model. The 
measurement model represents the relationships between the items and the constructs. The 
structural model represents the relationship between the constructs only, and it is used to test 
the hypothesised relationships. An assessment of the model fit indices and parameter 
estimates are also required to complete the SEM process. 
In this study, after conducting SEM in AMOS 21, Figure ‎5.4 and Figure ‎5.5 show that the 
models have an adequate fit for both FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE scenarios: FM χ² = 
349.429; df = 126; χ²/df = 2.77; GFI = 0.96; CFI = .96; IFI = .96; and RMSEA = .044; TL χ² 
= 399.803; df = 126; χ²/df = 3.17; GFI = 0.96; CFI = .96; IFI = .96; and RMSEA = .043. The 
correlation coefficients between the three constructs of religiosity were far less than .85. Also 
the correlations between errors of psychological risk perception and social risk were less than 
.85. These confirmed the uniqueness of each construct in the models. Table ‎5.31 and 
Table ‎5.32 show that the results of path analysis in SEM confirmed the result of SPSS’s 
regressions with little difference in Square Multiple Correlations (SMC), which represents the 
R2 in regression. R2 indicates the level of prediction of the IV on the DV. Based on R2 and 
SMC at models in this study, religiosity constructs predicts a small percentage of the 
perceived psychological and social risk, but that reached a significant level of predictions.  
Table ‎5.33 summarises the accepted and not accepted hypotheses based on the path 
analysis. Figure ‎5.6 shows the final model of the direct relationships between religiosity 
(intrinsic, social extrinsic & personal extrinsic) and the perceived social and psychological 
risks. The following section shows the result of cluster analysis, which was done to see which 
component of religiosity the participants of this study belong to more. This will be useful in 
the general discussion of the result to provide more appropriate practical applications.   
83 
 
Table ‎5.31 Result of path analysis (SEM) FRIEND MAKER 
Effects 
Dependent 
Variables 
Independent Variables Estimate SE p SMC 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
    .120 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.69 .12 .000  
 Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
-.12 .08 .045  
 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity -.12 .12 .286  
Social Risk 
Perception 
    .036 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.33 .12 .007  
 Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
.28 .09 .002  
 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .03 .13 .832  
Model fit indices: χ² = 349.429, df = 126, χ²/df = 2.77, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .044. SMC = Square Multiple 
Correlations 
 
 
Table ‎5.32 Result of path analysis (SEM) THE LIFE 
Effects 
Dependent 
Variables 
Independent Variables Estimate SE p SMC 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
    .120 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.84 .14 .000  
 Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
-.20 .09 .030  
 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity -.12 .12 .091  
Social Risk 
Perception 
    .036 
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
.28 .13 .034  
 Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
.30 .10 .003  
 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity .10 .13 .456  
Model fit indices: χ² = 399.803, df = 126, χ²/df = 3.17, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .043. SMC = Square Multiple 
Correlations 
Table ‎5.33 Summary of the hypotheses and their results for Study One 
No. Hypotheses β 
FM 
β 
TL 
Significance 
H1 Intrinsic religiosity is positively associated with 
psychological risk perception 
 
.69 .84 Accepted 
H2a Intrinsic religiosity is positively associated with social 
risk perception. 
  
.33 .28 Accepted 
H2b The association between intrinsic religiosity and social 
risk perception is weaker than the association with 
psychological risk. 
  
  Accepted 
H3 Social extrinsic religiosity is negatively associated with 
psychological risk perception 
 
-.12 -.20 Accepted 
H4 Social extrinsic religiosity is positively associated with 
social risk perception 
 
.28 .30 Accepted 
H5 Personal extrinsic religiosity is positively associated with 
psychological risk perception 
 
-.12 -.12 Not Accepted 
H6 Personal extrinsic is negatively associated with social risk 
perception 
 
.03 .10 Not Accepted 
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Figure ‎5-4 SEM path analysis for Study One (FRIEND MAKER) 
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Figure ‎5-5 SEM path analysis for Study One (THE LIFE) 
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Figure ‎5-6 Final model result of Study One 
 
 
5.6 Cluster analysis 
The output model of this study confirmed significant impacts of religiosity on perceived 
psychological and social risk. However, the model will remain hollow until we can describe 
in which components of religiosity the participants are located more, are they mostly intrinsic 
or socially extrinsic? This categorisation will help businesses to classify their communication 
with their religious target audiences. Logic tells us that each individual has a certain level of 
intrinsic, social extrinsic and personal extrinsic religiosity. For example, a person can be 
highly intrinsic and low extrinsic or can be low in both of them. Knowing which pattern 
contains more people will help when discussing the results and their implications. However, 
the process of identifying natural groupings can be complicated, especially with a sensitive 
subject like religiosity. Cluster analysis is one of the tools that can help in classifying 
according to relationships among the participants based on their answers on certain subjects 
(Hair et al., 2010).  
In this study the TwoStep cluster analysis was performed by using intrinsic religiosity and 
social extrinsic religiosity as variables and psychological risk perception as the output 
Psychological 
Risk 
Perception 
R
2 = 
.120 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception  
R
2 = 
.036  
Social 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity  
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity  
Not-significant  
Significant  
87 
 
variable. Personal extrinsic religiosity was excluded for two reasons. First, very few 
participants showed a high level of personal extrinsic religiosity. Second, personal extrinsic 
religiosity did not show any significant impact on the risk variables. The initial results when 
choosing an automatic determination of the number of clusters classified the participants into 
two significant groups and the predictor importance leaned toward the intrinsic religiosity 
cluster (see Figure ‎5.7). The first group contained participants who were highly intrinsically 
religious and low in social extrinsic religiosity. This group mostly scored high in 
psychological risk perception in the FRIEND MAKER scenarios. The second group scored 
high in social extrinsic religiosity and low in intrinsic religiosity. Participants in this group 
were mostly reported as having low levels of perceived psychological risk in the FRIEND 
MAKER scenarios as well. The same analysis was applied with THE LIFE scenarios and the 
result was nearly the same as with the FRIEND MAKER scenarios (see Figure ‎5.9). Nearly 
61% of participants were in the first group, which is the group scoring mostly high in 
intrinsic religiosity. 
TwoStep cluster analysis was also performed using social risk perception as the output. 
For both FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE scenarios, again, two groups clustering provided 
excellent separation. However, the predictor importance was mostly toward social extrinsic 
religiosity. In terms of output, the first group contained participants who were highly 
intrinsically religious and low in social extrinsic religiosity (61%). This group mostly scored 
low in social risk perception in both fictional product scenarios. The second group scored 
high in social extrinsic religiosity and low in intrinsic religiosity (39%). Participants in this 
group fell mostly in the higher level of perceived social risk in both of the product as well 
(see Figure ‎5.8 & Figure ‎5.10 ). 
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Figure ‎5-7 Clustering of the model quality of separation (Psychological Risk) 
 
 
Figure ‎5-8 Clustering of the model quality of separation (Social Risk) 
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Figure ‎5-9 Cluster comparison when psychological risk perception is the output.  
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Figure ‎5-10 Cluster comparison when social risk perception is the output 
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5.7 Chapter summary  
In this chapter the results of Study One were provided in detail. The aim of this study was 
to test six hypotheses explaining the direct relationships between consumers’ religiosity and 
perceived social and psychological risk. The chapter started with the removal of outliers from 
the data and then briefly illustrated the data profiling with the assessments of means, standard 
deviation and standard errors of the means. After that, the results of the assessment of 
measurement model were given starting with EFA for each concept (religiosity and the 
perceived risk), scales reliability, the CFA for each concept and finishing with a CFA for the 
whole measurement model. The invariance test for the measurement model was given. 
Subsequently, the main analyses were started by creating a composite score for each 
construct. The structural model of the study was tested using two different tools: regression-
based path analysis on SPSS and path analysis using SEM on AMOS. Both of the tools 
applied to the two fictional products’ analyses confirmed extremely similar results. The study 
showed positive relationships between intrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and 
social risk. Social extrinsic religiosity had a negative relationship with perceived 
psychological risk, while it had a positive association with perceived social risk. No 
significant relationship existed between personal extrinsic religiosity and either of the two 
risk perception constructs. The following chapter will briefly discuss these results. 
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6 Chapter Six: Brief discussion of Study One 
This chapter will provide the answer for RQ1 with a discussion of the results of testing 
the hypotheses. It will also assert what this study adds to the literature about conceptualising 
consumers’ religiosity and consumers’ risk perception. Further, it will discuss the impact of 
collecting data from two different places and using two different fictional products for the 
research question scenarios. Finally, it will provide links to the second study of this thesis. 
6.1 Hypotheses discussion 
This study indicates that a consumer’s level of religiosity significantly contributes to the 
perception of psychological and social risks embodied in religiously questionable products. 
Based on the R2 scores, the contribution is a small percentage but it reaches the level of 
statistical significance. This is aligned with The General Theory of Marketing Ethics, which 
suggests that religion is part of a number of contributory factors involved in the process of 
consumer decision making. The results advance the argument that this study clarifies the 
exact size of religiosity’s contribution in developing psychological and social risk. 
Specifically, that the perceived psychological risk is impacted by religiosity to a greater 
degree than is the perceived social risk. 
In detail, and in keeping with the hypothesis posited earlier in this study, intrinsic 
religiosity is positively associated with psychological risk perception (H1). This confirms the 
concept that intrinsically religious people, because they are strongly concerned with 
maintaining their peace of mind, have higher levels of perceived internal risk when 
confronted with products that they perceive as being in some way religiously controversial. 
Moreover, the assumption of the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity and social 
risk perception was supported by the results of this study. What the results show is that this 
relationship is positively correlated, which means that a higher level of intrinsic religiosity 
leads to a higher level of social risk perception. Does that mean intrinsically religious people 
care about the perception of others as much as they care about their own peace of mind? To 
answer this question the argument of Muhamad and Mizerski (2013) is considered: that 
intrinsically religious people are strongly impacted by social forces because they tend to be 
submissive and dependent on others in their decision-making. This study confirms this 
argument regarding the consequence of others’ perceptions for intrinsically motivated 
persons. However, the β and R2 results confirm that, although the relationships between 
intrinsic religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risks are both in the positive 
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direction, intrinsically motivated people are concerned more about psychological risk than 
social risk perception. This means the second hypothesis (H2a & b) is fully accepted. 
Because socially extrinsic religious people use religion to assist in their objective of being 
well-regarded in their societies, it has been proposed in this study that they would be 
negatively associated with psychological risk and positively associated with social risk. 
Hence, the results of this study confirm hypotheses three and four (H3 & H4). The 
importance of the perception of others leads any person with a high level of social extrinsic 
religiosity to be less concerned about perceived psychological risk (H4). On the other hand, 
an increase in the level of social extrinsic religiosity leads to a higher level of social risk 
perception (H4). This means that before making any decision about a new product, this 
person will reflect on what others would think about him or her if choosing to try or even just 
to like or support such product.  
For personal extrinsic religiosity, as it is the using of religion to gain private personal 
benefits like protection and consolation (Chen & Tang, 2012; Laufer & Solomon, 2011), this 
study did not show that it significantly impacts perceived psychological and social risk (H5 & 
H6). Because there is not enough discussion about the nature of personally extrinsic people in 
the literature, the result cannot be aligned with other research. It can be said that personally 
extrinsic religious people do not feel that new, religiously questionable products do not 
increase their social and psychological risk perceptions. However, as those kind of religious 
people use religion to seek protection, what will be their level of risk perception if the new 
products receive a warning from religious scholars? This will be revealed when the 
conceptual model of this study is re-examined under a circumstance where religious scholars 
warn people about the religious issues in particular new products. Study Two will provide 
that in the third part of this thesis. The following two sections will explain what this study 
explains about conceptualising consumer religiosity risk perception. 
6.2 Understanding consumer religiosity 
In terms of each side of the model, this study confirms the distinction in the perceptions 
between intrinsically religious people and extrinsically religious people, as has been proposed 
by Allport and Ross (1967) and has become supported by several researchers recently, such 
as, but not limited to, (Donahue, 1985b; Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989; Ji & Ibrahim, 2007; 
Kahoe, 1974; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Schmuck, Kasser, & Ryan, 2000; Schneider et al., 
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2011; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980). Additionally, although personal extrinsic religiosity did not 
show any impact on the dependent variables, the factor analyses (exploratory and 
confirmatory) support its uniqueness from overall extrinsic religiosity. This uniqueness aligns 
with previous research using Muslim participants (e.g. Ji & Ibrahim, 2007), Christian 
participants (e.g. Chen & Tang, 2012; Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989; Kirkpatrick, 1989), 
Jewish participants (e.g. Laufer & Solomon, 2011) and Christians from the US and Muslims 
from Iran (e.g. Ghorbani et al., 2002). However, this study contributes to the knowledge of 
religiosity by the usage of Muslim participants from wider and dissimilar populations and 
locations. While Ghorbani et al. (2002) focused only on Persian Muslim students from Iran, 
and Ji and Ibrahim (2007) focused only on Muslim students from Indonesia, the data of this 
study was collected from Muslims in two dissimilar locales. As the study of Ghorbani et al. 
(2002) confirms the cross-cultural validity of the three factor religious orientation concept, 
this study confirms the multi-place validity of this concept among wider Muslim populations. 
6.3 Understanding consumer risk perception 
For the other side of the model, which contains the perceived psychological and social 
risks constructs, the study confirms the differences between psychological risk and social 
risk. This supports the idea of dividing risk perception into sub-dimensions and treating each 
one as a unique construct (Stone & Gronhaug, 1993). The factorability problem of social risk 
perception suggests that the measurement approach of risk can be subject to further 
improvement in future research. This was also recommended by Mitchell in 1999 and 
Mitchell and Harris in 2005, however, this should not negatively affect the outcome of this 
study. The reason for that is that the usage of a single item to represent a social risk was used 
under the condition of having the object of the construct as a concrete singular component 
with a meaning that is easily imagined by the respondents (Rossiter, 2002). 
6.4 Different groups of participants and different fictional products 
It was recommended in the literature to conduct religiosity research with participants 
from a dissimilar background (Y. Choi et al., 2013), also to conduct the perceived risk 
research with different population segments using different products (Stone & Gronhaug, 
1993). This study followed these recommendations, however, the overall result did not show 
significant dissimilarity between Muslims from Saudi Arabia and Muslims who are living in 
the West in the context of this study. Also, although there were dissimilarities between the 
natures of the two fictional products, FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE, there were no 
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significant differences between them either in the measurement or in the structural models. 
These outputs indicate that the model of the relationship between consumer religiosity and 
consumer social and psychological risk perception helps in explaining the attitude of Muslim 
consumers, regardless of whether they live in conservative or open-minded environments. 
Further, the model can be applied with different kinds of products. 
6.5 Link to Study Two 
Although noteworthy paths were found showing an impact of religiosity on perceived 
social and psychological risk, it is still the case that the nature of the relationships between 
consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk are not fully clear. The 
extensive literature that discussed the interaction between religiosity and morality or ethical 
perception (i.e. Abou-Youssef et al., 2011; Sommer, Bloom, & Arikan, 2012; Swimberghe et 
al., 2011; Vitell, 2009; Vitell et al., 2009; Vitell & Muncy, 2005; Vitell et al., 2005, 2006; 
Vitell & Paolillo, 2003; Vitell et al., 2007) clarifies the importance of testing morality along 
with religiosity in order to provide a clearer explanation of any subject under investigation. 
Also, the level of religiosity may only clarify what a consumer thinks about right and wrong, 
which does not always hold true for actual behaviour. This is due to the potential gap 
between beliefs and behaviours (Bebeau, 2002; Trevino & Youngblood, 1990). 
Consequently, more accurate results and comprehensive insights regarding the nature of the 
relationship between the perceived risk and consumer religiosity when conceptualising 
“moral potency” in the model assessments were needed. Therefore, another set of data from 
the same population was collected with inclusion of moral potency questions in order to re-
assess the impact of religiosity on perceived psychological and social risks. The following 
part of the thesis will use the model from this study to answer RQ2 and RQ3 of this thesis. 
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Part III: Study Two 
This part of the thesis aims to address research questions two (RQ2) and three (RQ3). It 
will synthesise the pertinent literature (Chapter 7), develop research questions, present 
hypotheses and illustrate the conceptual model (Chapter 8). After that, research methodology 
and the proposed analytical tools will be presented (Chapter 9). Next, findings of the study 
will be illustrated (Chapter 10) followed by a brief discussion (Chapter 11). 
7 Chapter Seven: Literature review (Study Two) 
In the literature review of Study One, chapter 2, the first stream of the contemporary 
research in the area of marketing and religiosity was reviewed. That stream focuses on the 
links between religiosity and consumers’ perceptions, evaluations and decision-making. In 
this chapter, the second stream will be reviewed, which considers religiosity as a variable that 
may have major effects on consumers’ morality, ethical beliefs and ethical judgments. 
Further, the impact of religious scholars’, as opinion leaders, on consumer behaviour will be 
reviewed. 
7.1 Religiosity‎and‎consumers’‎norms,‎morality,‎ethical‎beliefs‎and‎ethical‎
judgments 
The second research stream focused on religiosity as a variable which may have 
significant mutual effects with a consumer’s norms, ethical beliefs and ethical judgments, 
leading to changes in attitudes and behaviours. Research within this stream synthesised the 
relationship between religiosity and morality and materialism in areas such as religions, 
social psychology and values (Baker, Moschis, Ong, & Pattanapanyasat, 2013; Vitell, 2009). 
Geyer and Baumeister (2005) posited that religion had well-built ties to morality in that 
religion prescribed morality. However, this does not mean that religion is the only source of 
morality, but rather that it is a major source of morality, albeit a significant one (Vitell, 2009).  
An individual’s level of religiosity gives a background alongside which the ethical nature 
of behaviour is interpreted (Magill, 1992; Vitell, 2009). In contrast, Kohlberg (1981) argued 
that religiosity and moral reasoning were unconnected because they symbolised two separate 
ways of thinking. The argument stated that religiosity was derived from the revelation of 
religious authorities, whereas moral reasoning was derived from coherent arguments and 
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affected by cognitive development. Vitell (2009, p. 156) pointed out that “most researchers 
have noted that these two constructs are indeed closely linked”. The explanations of the 
nature of their links can be varied based on the contexts and the situations. Furthermore, 
despite the possible overlap between a person’s religious identity and moral identity, they are 
not synonymous (Vitell et al., 2009; Walker & Pitts, 1998). Consequently, it is rationally 
logical to examine religiosity as a possible antecedent to morality (Vitell et al., 2009).  
Research in this stream was also guided by the Hunt and Vitell (1986) general theory of 
marketing ethics (Swimberghe et al., 2011; Vitell, 2009). As has been explained in section 
2.3, this theory has been developed to explain the process of consumer decision making when 
confronted with an ethically questionable situation. Religion was included in this theory as 
part of a consumer’s personal characteristics and consumer cultural environment. Much of 
the empirical research involving religiosity in the consumer ethics area has been put forward 
by Vitell (2009). Two sub-streams can explain how religiosity may have relationships with a 
consumer’s ethical beliefs or ethical judgment. The first sub-stream included research that 
investigated the impacts of religiosity on consumers’ moral philosophy and norms. The 
second stream included research that investigated the impacts of religiosity on ethical 
judgments, intentions and behaviour. In the next sub-sections those studies in the two sub-
streams will be discussed whilst adding some updates on Vitell’s (2009) review on the role of 
religiosity on consumer ethics. 
7.1.1 Sub-stream‎one:‎Religiosity‎and‎consumer’s‎moral‎philosophy‎and‎norms 
In this sub-stream, one of the earliest studies investigating the relationship between 
religiosity and consumer ethics was undertaken by McNichols and Zimmerer (1985). 
Employing a scenario-based methodology utilising various questionable ethical forms of 
behaviour; they found respondents with stronger religiosity held more negative opinions 
concerning less ethical situations. In addition, Shepard and Hartenian (1991), utilising 
business-related vignettes, identified that those respondents reporting higher religiosity 
tended to be more ethically oriented. In their study, ethical orientation was defined as acting 
with reason while at the same time providing equal significance to the interests of others that 
will be affected by the decision. Thus, it was defined as a kind of utilitarian approach to 
ethics (Vitell, 2009).  
Barnett, Bass and Brown (1996) extended on this work, investigating the extent of 
respondents’ religiosity in the context of ‘whistle blowing’. Their hypotheses specified 
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correlations between religiosity, idealism and relativism. Although the hypotheses they 
developed were not supported, possibly due to inaccurate scale measurement selection (see 
Vitell, 2009), Barnett et al. (1996) did establish a negative link between religiosity and 
relativism. Forsyth’s (1980) two dimensions of ethical ideology scale represent relativism and 
idealism, which are the two separate moral philosophies. Idealistic individuals believe in 
absolute moral values such as a concern for the welfare of others as guides for their actions. 
On the other hand, relativists tend to reject common rules or standards when making ethical 
decisions, which mean that they are less likely to critique another’s behaviour without 
knowing all of the conditions involved (Vitell, 2009).  
Religiosity was included in a study of the antecedents of perceived moral intensity and 
moral philosophies by Singhapakdi, Vitell and Franke (1999). They identified that religiosity 
was a significant determinant of a person’s moral philosophy, namely, both idealism and 
relativism. However, religiosity in that study did not appear to be associated with moral 
intensity. Jones (1991, p. 372) defined moral intensity as “the extent of issue-related moral 
imperative in a situation”. Other research investigated the relationship between religiosity and 
a variety of ethical orientations (Siu, Dickinson, & Lee, 2000). Their findings indicated that a 
more religious person was also more oriented toward ethics and ethical issues. Further, they 
found that the moral philosophy of contractualism, which is the notion that a social contract 
exists between business and society (Vitell, 2009), was related to religiosity; however, they 
also found that the moral philosophies of relativism and moral equity were not. The role of 
religiosity in consumers’ ethical beliefs was more comprehensively examined by Vitell and 
Paolillo (2003). They found that religiosity was a significant determinant of both idealism 
and relativism and it was an indirect determinant of consumer ethical beliefs. 
According to Vitell (2009), one of the limitations of most of the above research was the 
continued adoption of student samples. Simply, students were investigated in a generalised 
sense, but not particularly in their roles as consumers. Further, the elementary approaches to 
measuring religiosity led to issues in the accuracy of the results. This thesis tries to go beyond 
student samples and use more sophisticated and theoretically sound procedures in order to 
seek more generalisable and accurate findings. 
More recent research has attempted to overcome the measurement problems. For 
example, Vitell, Paolillo and Singh (2005) separately measured the intrinsic and extrinsic 
dimensions of religiosity in order to investigate the role of religiosity in consumer ethical 
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beliefs. The findings indicated that intrinsic religiosity was a significant direct determinant of 
consumer ethical beliefs, except for only one dimension of the ethically questionable 
behaviours. On the other hand, extrinsic religiosity was not a significant determinant of 
consumers’ ethical beliefs. Thus, if a person internalises one’s religious belief in a spiritual 
sense, this will impact ethical beliefs. If a person tends to be religious for more mundane or 
selfish reasons, the ethical beliefs will not be impacted. Vitell, Paolillo and Singh (2006) 
extended this position and investigated the role of money and religiosity in determining 
consumers’ ethical beliefs. However, they only investigated the concept of intrinsic 
religiosity. Their findings argue that intrinsic religiosity was a significant determinant of 
consumer ethical beliefs. The following year, Vitell, Singh and Paolillo (2007) included the 
extrinsic religiosity construct and provided a new dimension by including the consumer 
ethical belief scale. In brief, intrinsic religiosity was reliably a cause of consumer ethical 
beliefs, but extrinsic religiosity was not (Chen & Tang, 2012; Vitell et al., 2005, 2006; Vitell 
et al., 2007).  
Rawwas, Swaidan and Al-Khatib (2006) compared the ethical beliefs of Japanese 
marketing students from a religious university with students from a secular university. Their 
findings indicated that students from the secular university rated higher in terms of 
humanism, which is the principle that is concerned primarily with human beings and their 
values (Vitell, 2009). Conversely, the respondents rated lower in terms of theism, which is 
the principle accepting as true the existence of a God. Vitell (2009) stated that there was a 
problem with this study because religiosity was not measured on an individual level. It was 
measured at a collective level, simply by which university one attended.  
Kurpis, Beqiri and Helgeson (2008) investigated the effects of commitment to moral self-
improvement and religiosity on ethics. Their examination of the intrinsic religiosity found it 
was positively correlated with moral self-improvement; however, not to the perceived 
significance of ethics in business. Further work has investigated religiosity as a potential 
antecedent to moral identity (Vitell et al., 2009). Moral identity refers to the reality that 
people can construct their moral self-definition in terms of traits around which their personal 
identities are organised (Vitell, 2009). The same study by Vitell et al. (2009) also investigated 
the possible mediating effects of self-control in this relationship. Self-control refers to the 
ability to refrain from acting upon undesirable and morally questionable behavioural 
tendencies (Vitell, 2009). Their findings indicated that religiosity had a direct relationship 
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with moral identity and also an indirect relationship through self-control. In particular, 
intrinsic religiosity had a positive and direct relationship with both dimensions of moral 
identity, the internalisation and symbolisation dimensions. In contrast, extrinsic religiosity 
only had a relationship with the internalisation dimension, and it was a negative relationship. 
Self-control was related positively to the intrinsic religiosity and negatively to the extrinsic 
religiosity.  
In relation to the first research sub-stream (research that investigates the impact of 
religiosity on consumer’s moral philosophy and norms), studies indicated that there was a 
significant (positive or negative) relationship between religiosity and consumer moral 
philosophies in terms of consumer idealism, relativism, consumers’ ethical beliefs, and 
consumers’ moral identity. It was determined that researchers needed to apply a 
comprehensive way of measuring religiosity, for example, intrinsic and extrinsic dimensions 
of religiosity, in order to gain a better and more comprehensive result. This thesis follows this 
determination and uses the approach of intrinsic and extrinsic dimensions as two separate 
constructs in order to gain accurate indications for individual levels of religiosity. The next 
sub-section will discuss the literature in the second sub-stream, which is the effect of 
religiosity on ethical judgment, intensions and behaviour. 
7.1.2  Sub-stream two: Religiosity and ethical judgments, intentions and behaviour 
In this research sub-stream, Vitell (2009) stated that despite the importance of the effects 
of religiosity on overall human ethical behaviour (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990; Weaver & 
Agle, 2002), there were very few studies addressing this area. Hence, a major gap in the 
literature is identified. J. W. Clark and Dawson (1996) investigated the link between personal 
religiosity and ethical judgment. Ethical judgment is the individual’s summary evaluation as 
to the level to which subjects or behaviours in question are ethically true or acceptable and 
are strongly influenced by a person’s understanding of fairness, right and wrong, and 
religious experience (Reidenbach & Robin, 1990; Swimberghe et al., 2011). J. W. Clark and 
Dawson (1996) argued that while personal religiousness has been conceptually recognised as 
playing ‘a foundational role in ethical development’, there was little in the way of empirical 
effort regarding this issue. They measured religiosity using the constructs of extrinsic and 
intrinsic orientation. Their findings, generally, indicated a strong effect of religiosity on 
ethical judgments, particularly when comparing those with highly intrinsic motivation versus 
those who could be characterised as non-religious. Kennedy and Lawton (1998) investigated 
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if personal religiosity could predict the intention to behave unethically. They found 
respondents who were more intrinsically religious were less likely to behave unethically and 
no significant relationship existed between respondents who were extrinsically religious if 
their intention was to behave unethically. According to Vitell (2009), these results were 
supported by those of J. W. Clark and Dawson (1996). Ahmed, Chung and Eichenseher 
(2003) investigated business students’ perceptions of ethics and moral judgments in six 
countries: the US, China, Korea, Finland, Russia, and Egypt. They used a variety of vignettes 
describing consumer business interactions. Their findings indicated that religion plays a role 
in ethical decision making.  
Singhapakdi, Marta, Rallapalli and Rao (2000), using a three-item scale for measuring 
religiosity, investigated the impact of religiosity on respondents’ perceptions of a 
hypothetical ethical problem and their behavioural intentions. They found that the relative 
significance of a person’s religious values appeared to be the most significant aspect of 
religiosity followed by a person’s confidence in religious values. However, church attendance 
seemed to be much less critical in such a matter. Singhapakdi, Salyachivin, Virakul and 
Veerayangkur (2000) investigated the ethical decision making of Thai managers. Their 
results, later supported by Kurpis et al. (2008), indicated that religiosity plays a role in 
determining behavioural intensions to behave ethically. Singhapakdi, Vitell, Lee, Nisius, and 
Yu (2013) in their investigation of the influence of love of money and religiosity on ethical 
decision making in marketing found that extrinsically religious people are less ethical in their 
intentions than intrinsically religious people. 
Longenecker, McKinney and Moore (2004) found a relationship between religious 
commitment and ethical judgments when religious affiliation was used as the differentiating 
criterion. This is consistent with research in the area of linking religiosity with consumer 
behaviour. However, when the degree of importance of religion was used as a measure 
instead, those declaring religion to be of reasonable or high significance showed a higher 
level of ethical judgments and were less accepting of unethical decision (Vitell, 2009). 
Tsalikis and Lassar (2009) measured consumer perceptions of ethical behaviour in a 
business context in two Muslim countries, Turkey and Egypt. The overall business ethics 
index for both countries was in the negative direction. However, this study did not control the 
results by measuring the individual level of religiosity. It just considered all participants as 
being part of a homogenous group as they were all Muslims. Schneider, Krieger and 
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Bayraktar (2011) made a comparison between Christian consumers and Muslim consumers in 
the impact of intrinsic religiosity on consumers’ ethical beliefs. They used German 
consumers as representative of Christians and Turkish consumers as representative of 
Muslims. Their findings indicated that Muslim consumers exhibited a stronger connection 
between religiosity and ethical beliefs than Christian consumers. Swimberghe et al. (2011) 
investigated consumer religious commitment and Christian consumers’ conservative beliefs 
in the U.S. as motivating factors for consumer activist behaviour and boycott participation. 
They argued that a consumer’s ethical judgment arose mainly from how religious values were 
internalised, rather than the participatory or organisational component of their religious 
experiences. Their findings suggested that the intra-personal religious commitment of a 
person significantly affected ethical judgment. In contrast, there was not a significant 
relationship between inter-personal religious commitment and ethical judgment. Their results 
indicated that highly religious consumers not only morally critique companies’ support of 
controversial causes as wrong, but they also express their dissatisfaction in the marketplace 
through oral complaints, word of mouth or third-party complaints such as contact through 
lawyers.  
The study by Swimberghe et al. (2011) was one of the first studies investigating the 
impact of religiosity on intentions to engage in a specific behaviour in situations involving 
ethical problems. It also indicated that describing the impact of religiosity on consumers’ 
moral philosophies, ethical beliefs or judgments was not sufficient in understanding the link 
between religiosity and consumers’ behaviour. Religiosity and moral philosophies, ethical 
beliefs and judgments only indicated whether consumers observed a particular situation or 
behaviour as right or wrong, in line with their religious orientation. Therefore, research needs 
to aim for deeper descriptions of a consumer’s potential to act in accordance with their moral 
or ethical beliefs or judgements. 
More recently, Putrevu and Swimberghek (2012) demarcated the role of religiosity in the 
formation of consumer ethical judgments toward sexual and nonsexual appeals. Their 
findings argued that ethical considerations contributed significantly in determining how 
religious consumers viewed sexual and nonsexual appeals. More specifically, they suggested 
that highly intrinsically religious people perceived the use of sexual content in marketing 
efforts as unethical. This led to unfavourable ethical judgments, which might cause a negative 
influence on purchasing intentions toward such a brand. The study used real ads for existing 
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brands as representatives of sexual and non-sexual content. This appears to have enhanced 
the external validity of the study. However, the participants’ previous perception and attitudes 
regarding the brand might weaken the internal validity of the study (Putrevu & Swimberghek, 
2012). Therefore, they suggested that future research could use fictional or unknown brands 
to gain a better understanding of consumer perceptions. 
Additionally, based on panel data collected from students, Chen and Tang (2012) 
developed a theoretical model explaining the relationship between religiosity and unethical 
intentions. They investigated the direct effect as well as the possibility of Machiavellianism 
acting as a mediator in this relationship. They also treated the religious motivation scale as a 
three-dimension scale (intrinsic, personal extrinsic and social extrinsic) rather than the more 
common two dimensions (intrinsic and extrinsic). Their findings indicated that intrinsic 
religiosity indirectly decreased unethical intentions through the absence of Machiavellianism. 
Social extrinsic religiosity directly and indirectly worsened unethical intentions. Personal 
extrinsic religiosity indirectly affected unethical intentions negatively. Their results aligned 
with those of Vitell et al. (2006) in explaining ethical beliefs using religiosity. Moreover, they 
provided an interesting contribution when they revealed the significant differences in the 
multi-group analyses across genders, income and student majors. Intrinsic religiosity had a 
direct effect on unethical intentions with low-income students. However, it had an indirect 
effect with males, females and business majors. Social extrinsic religiosity incited unethical 
intentions directly for males, business students and low-income students. On the other hand, 
it indirectly determined unethical intensions with females, psychology majors and low-
income individuals. Personal extrinsic religiosity weakened unethical intentions indirectly for 
females.  
However, the study was limited to student populations, and further, the selection process 
which gathered a cohort of business and psychology students did not happen randomly in a 
way controlled by the investigators, it was produced by self-selection. Furthermore, 
according to Chen and Tang (2012), collecting panel data in one semester does not provide a 
strong causal relationship. Another issue in their study was the fit of the measurement model. 
The three-dimension model (intrinsic, social extrinsic and personal extrinsic) had chi square 
on degree of freedom equals 3.77, while it should have been less than 3.0. Also, RMSEA was 
.09, while it should have been less than .08 (Hair et al., 2010). The next two paragraphs will 
sum up the second research stream, linking religiosity with consumer behaviour (focusing on 
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religiosity as a variable which may have significant effects on a consumer’s ethical beliefs 
and ethical judgments). 
Overall, research in this stream has derived its thoughts from the well-argued connection 
between religion, ethics and morality. The main guidance of the research in this arena was 
Hunt and Vitell’s (1986) general theory of marketing ethics. According to Vitell (2009), there 
was enough support to affirm that consumers with high levels of religiosity tended to have 
stronger ethical norms than those who had weak levels of religiosity. However, he pointed 
out that “much more research still needs to be done in this area”. For example, there is a 
particular need for more work on the link between religiosity and consumers’ moral 
philosophies, especially considering consumers’ different cultural backgrounds, before 
scholars can make any definitive statements regarding these links (Schneider et al., 2011).  
Research in this area appears reliant on convenience samples of student populations, 
which are potentially unrepresentative of a broader adult population. Therefore, future 
research needs to address this issue and investigate a wider sample of consumers (Vitell, 
2009). There is no research investigating the impact that religiosity might have on actual 
behaviour in cases involving ethical issues (Vitell, 2009). Only one study, (Swimberghe et 
al., 2011), investigated the impact of religiosity on consumers’ intentions to act in situations 
involving ethical issues. A major gap exists in focusing on the effects an individual’s moral 
philosophy or intentions may have on actual behaviour (Ariely, 2008; Chen & Tang, 2012). 
There is a need for more sophisticated descriptions of consumers’ potential to act as they 
believe. As the concept of moral potency has been introduced to partially explain the gap 
between knowing and doing what is right, it is proposed in this study that moral potency will 
improve the understanding of the relationship between religiosity and risk perception 
(Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011) (see Chapter 8). The following section will 
review research which makes mention of the religious scholars’ opinions on consumer 
behaviour.  
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7.2 Roles of religious scholars opinions in consumer behaviour  
An area that reveals the impact of religion on consumer decision making and behaviour is 
the area of religious scholars’ as opinion leaders. Muhamad and Mizerski (2013) stated that 
opinions of religious scholars may turn consumers against commercial firms by prohibiting 
followers of a particular religion or sect from buying or consuming certain products, services 
or brands. Using the Theory of Planned Behaviour, they found in their research regarding the 
influence of following Islam in decisions about taboo products that decrees from religious 
scholars affect Muslim consumers in their decisions about smoking, listening to contentious 
music, but not the decision to buy Coca-Cola. This means that religious scholars’ opinions 
may have some impact on the decision making of consumers, and this depends on the context 
and the category of the products. However, they have stated that the opinions of religious 
scholars were not always directed in a limited way at particular brands or products. They may 
denounce the country of origin, as in the Danish product example that was discussed earlier. 
Also, they may protest the environment created by a particular service such as criticising 
mixing genders in sports clubs by Muslim religious scholars. Therefore, Muhamad and 
Mizerski (2013) did not cover all possibilities surrounding the effects engendered by the 
opinions of religious scholars on consumers’ decision-making and there is not yet an 
adequate amount of academic research explaining this problem. 
There are some other relevant real-world examples about how religious leaders’ opinions 
significantly impact the direction of consumption. Religious disagreement against life 
insurance in Europe was very strong in the 19
th 
century and earlier, due to doctrinal 
pronouncements from religious leaders (Beck & Webb, 2003). However, as those opinions 
faded, it has become very popular among European communities. Many Muslim consumers 
do not buy life insurance because Muslim religious scholars argue that buying life insurance 
is against Islamic beliefs and norms (Beck & Webb, 2003; Maysami & Williams, 2006; 
Wahab, Lewis, & Hassan, 2007). Life insurance used to be banned in many Muslim 
countries. Although, life insurance is still less likely to be bought in Muslim countries (Ward 
& Zurbruegg, 2002), it is now available as a choice in most Islamic countries, including the 
conservative ones like Saudi Arabia (Arabic Insurance, 2005). The liberalisation of insurance, 
in general, in Saudi Arabia started when the Council of Senior Religious Scholars in Saudi 
Arabia issued a decree permitting cooperative insurance in 2004. After that, according to 
Alotaibi (2008), Abdullah Almunaiea, an important religious scholar, said that all kinds of 
insurance are not against Islamic norms and beliefs. This led to consumer awareness about 
106 
 
the legitimacy of the insurance market, which directly influenced the growth of this market 
(Alotaibi, 2008). This has led to an average 7% yearly increase in the insurance market net 
results between 2004 and 2010 (Saudi Arabian Monetary Agency, 2010). Consequently, it 
can be argued that religious scholars’ opinions may have significant impacts in the direction 
of consumption in religious societies or countries. The following section summarises this 
chapter. 
7.3 Chapter summary 
This chapter reviewed literature on religiosity and consumers’ ethical matters as well as 
religiosity and consumer moral philosophy. Previous research showed that consumers express 
their mental attitudes (belief) regarding what they consider to be right or wrong derived from 
their level of religiosity. However, it can be argued that previous research has not 
investigated the impact of religiosity on consumer potency. This argument aligns with other 
research indicating a weak relationship between belief and the actual observable behaviour 
(e.g. Ariely, 2008; Bebeau, 2002; Blasi, 1980; Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012; Trevino & 
Youngblood, 1990). Accordingly, this study will investigate the consumers’ willingness to 
act in accordance with their religious beliefs in religiously challenging situations. 
Specifically, this study will examine the role of moral potency on the relationship between 
religiosity and risk perception. 
The chapter also reviewed the possible impacts of religious scholars on consumer 
decision-making. Literature and real world stories show that some situations become 
complicated when religious scholars express their opinions about a product. This study will 
investigate the religious’ impact on social and psychological risk perception. Consequently, 
in order to develop the research questions and hypotheses for this study, the following 
sections will discuss the possible roles of moral potency and religious ’ opinions on the 
previously developed model of the relationships between consumer religiosity and consumer 
social and psychological risk perception. 
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8 Chapter Eight: Research questions and hypotheses 
(Study Two) 
 To contextualise the review in Chapter Seven, this chapter examines the literature 
relating to moral potency and religious scholars’ possible influences on relationships between 
religiosity and risk perception in order to develop the relevant research questions. After that it 
describes the constructs and their proposed links to the model and concludes by providing 
hypotheses to be operated and tested. 
8.1 Consumer religiosity, risk perception and moral potency 
When considering The General Theory of Marketing Ethics, religiosity is an antecedent 
which leads to evaluation of the situation and then ethical judgments, intentions and 
behaviour. Religiosity indicates consumers’ interpretation of what is right and wrong, based 
on religious background, in many situations. However, there is a gap between believing in 
what is right and wrong based on a level of religiosity and acting accordingly, based on such 
beliefs.  
A recent real world story may simplify this idea: A senior religious scholar in Saudi 
Arabia had reportedly issued a religious edict, or decree, banning all-you-can-eat style buffets 
and had a variety of reactions among the public in Saudi Arabia. According to a famous 
British newspaper, The Independent, his precise words on a local radio station were: 
“Whoever enters the buffet and eats for 10 or 50 Saudi Riyals (US$1 = 3.75 Saudi Riyals) 
without deciding the quantity they will eat is violating Sharia (Islamic) law”. This opinion 
was taken up by Saudi and Middle Eastern newspapers and initiated extensive debates among 
Muslim people in social media (Withnall, 2014). Some people took this as an opportunity to 
deride the way religious scholars deal with contemporary life styles, while others who 
consider themselves genuine followers of Islamic rulings, defended the religious scholar and 
believed in his opinion. However, the question here is, will those persons, who defended the 
religious scholar and believed in the risk that buffet restaurants represent to their level of 
religiosity, stop going to restaurants that provide this kind of buffet? If the answer is no, it 
means people do not always express their beliefs as actions. This issue of the gap between 
belief and behaviour has been mentioned in some research (e.g. Bebeau, 2002; Trevino & 
Youngblood, 1990). Investigating this issue will improve the theoretical perspective in order 
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to gain a better description of the relationships between consumer religiosity and perceived 
social and psychological risk.  
Accordingly, there is a critical theoretical factor called moral potency (Hannah & Avolio, 
2010; Hannah et al., 2011). This concept was originally introduced to explain how to explain 
the development of business leaders who have the conation to act on their moral beliefs in the 
area of organisational behaviour. It is defined as: 
a psychological state marked by an experienced sense of ownership over the moral aspects of 
one’s environment, reinforced by efficacy beliefs in the capabilities to act to achieve moral 
purpose in the domain, and the courage to perform ethically in the face of diversity and persevere 
through challenges. (Hannah & Avolio, 2010, p. 292)  
The definition shows that the concept includes three components: moral ownership, moral 
efficacy and moral courage. It also displays that the moral potency concept is designed to 
address the gap between what we believe and what we do. 
If research focuses only on the capacity of what people believe as right or wrong, there 
will be the potential for losing up to 80 per cent of the variance in the behaviour explained 
(Hannah & Avolio, 2010). For instance, asking people about their beliefs in certain norms 
does not guarantee that they follow their beliefs when they come to real-life situations. It is 
possible that some people show high levels of religiosity when they are questioned, but may 
not follow through on those beliefs in practice (Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012). 
In organisations, many ethical development programs focus on preparing participants in 
how to interpret and make judgments in ethical cases and vignettes as opposed to determining 
how to enhance their motivation to act on those beliefs (Bebeau, 2002; Putrevu & 
Swimberghek, 2012). At the consumer level, particularly regarding the impact of religiosity 
on consumer behaviour, this matter is also significant because explaining a consumer’s level 
of religiosity is not sufficient for an appropriate estimation of real world perceptions and 
behaviours.  
Therefore, as moral potency has been identified to measure a leaders’ ability to take 
action upon their beliefs, it is argued that the concept of moral potency can also be used in a 
consumer-based setting to analyse the abilities of consumers to apply their beliefs. It can be 
assumed that moral potency (moral conation) plays a significant role in the relationship 
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between consumer religiosity and perceived risk. This brings us to the third research question 
of this project:  
RQ2: What is the role of moral potency in the relationship between consumer religiosity 
and perceptions of psychological and social risk?  
8.2 Hypotheses development to address RQ2 
Religiosity contributes to the formation and shaping of consumer beliefs of what is right 
or wrong, and consequently the psychological and social risk of consumer decisions. 
However, only investigating what is right and wrong, does not tell the whole story. Without 
examining whether consumers will act according to their beliefs, risks losing a great deal of 
consumer insight (Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). This thesis argues that this 
limitation can be overcome by describing the potential of consumers to act according to their 
beliefs based on their level of religiosity through moral potency.  
To address whether consumers will act according to their religious beliefs, firstly, the 
direct relationship between religiosity and consumer risk perception should be investigated. 
Secondly, how moral potency may contribute in the relationships between religiosity and risk 
perception should be investigated. These investigations can also be done with the 
consideration of the impact of religious scholars and the popularity of the product. Since 
moral potency may strengthen or weaken the relationship between consumer religiosity and 
risk perception, it will be taken as a moderator in this relationship.  
The construct of moral potency is comprised of three components; moral ownership, 
moral efficacy and moral courage. Each one of these three components of moral potency will 
be explained in the next sections in terms of its engagement with religiosity and perceived 
risk. After that, hypotheses that address RQ3 will be provided.  
8.2.1 Moral ownership  
Usually a sense of responsibility needs to be formed before a person will initiate 
dedicated action (Kohlberg & Candee, 1984). Moral ownership is described as the sense of 
psychological responsibility individuals feel for their own actions and those of others around 
them (Hannah et al., 2011). This research proposes that an individual with a high level of 
moral ownership will be more likely to engage in a dedicated action when confronted with a 
religious challenge. In contrast, an individual with a low level of moral ownership is more 
110 
 
likely to practice self-deception, misleading themselves into believing that their principles are 
still being supported (Hannah & Avolio, 2010).  
Previous research confirms that an intrinsic religiosity positively affects moral beliefs 
(e.g. Vitell et al., 2009; Vitell et al., 2006; Vitell et al., 2007). High levels of moral ownership 
result in stronger feelings of care and responsibility in relation to beliefs. Therefore, high 
levels of moral ownership can enhance the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity 
and perceived psychological risk. In contrast, previous research confirms that extrinsic 
religiosity negatively affects moral beliefs (Vitell et al., 2006; Vitell et al., 2007). Since low 
levels of moral ownership mean a high possibility of practicing self-deception and not 
practicing ethical beliefs, high levels of moral ownership weaken the positive relationships 
between social extrinsic religiosity and social risk perception. 
8.2.2 Moral efficacy 
 Hannah et al. (2011) state that a person can have a strong belief and take ownership to 
act but still remain inactive because of a lack of confidence, thus lowering moral potency. 
This kind of confidence is called moral efficacy. It is defined as:  
an individual’s belief in his or her capabilities to organise and mobilise the motivation, cognitive 
resources, means, and courses of action needed to attain moral performance, within a given moral 
domain, while persisting in the face of moral adversity. (Hannah et al., 2011, p. 675) 
Moral efficacy is comprised of two dimensions (Luthans & Youssef, 2005). The first one 
is magnitude, which is the level of difficulty of the required action in a given situation. The 
second one is strength, which is the degree to which one is confident in one’s ability to 
perform. These two dimensions show that moral efficacy not only represents an assessment 
of an individuals’ ability to act, but what they believe they can do with those abilities in a 
given situation (Hannah & Avolio, 2010). Moreover, moral efficacy is highly influenced by 
‘means efficacy’, which is an individual’s belief regarding the level to which external factors 
reduce or support his or her capability to perform in a given situation (Eden, 2001; Hannah & 
Avolio, 2010). This means external factors such as friends, colleagues and sometimes the 
whole of society play important roles in forming an individual’s moral efficacy.  
In terms of the relationship between consumer religiosity and perceived risk, previous 
research confirmed that when an ethical situation involved external motivation, extrinsic 
religiosity positively affected the ethical belief (Vitell et al., 2007). Since self-efficacy is 
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highly affected by external factors, it is possible for it to strengthen the positive relationship 
between extrinsic religiosity and social risk perception. Also, intrinsically religious people 
always need the support provided by respected people like opinion leaders in their decision 
making (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Therefore, their high level of moral efficacy is likely 
to enhance the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity and psychological and social 
perceived risk. For extrinsically religious people, high levels of moral efficacy should weaken 
the positive relationships between social extrinsic religiosity and social risk perception. 
Further, it should help in changing the direction of the relationship between extrinsic 
religiosity and psychological risk perception to positive orientation. As high moral efficacy 
means an ethically capable individual, having these attributes in an extrinsically religious 
person makes him or her consider more the psychological risk of using a religiously 
questionable product than the social risk. 
8.2.3 Moral courage 
Moral courage is defined as:  
a commitment to moral principles, an awareness of the danger involved in supporting those 
principles, and a willingness to endure that danger. (Kidder, 2003, p. 7)  
Hannah and Avolio (2010) proposed that moral ownership and moral efficacy were an 
important but not a fully sufficient basis for an individual to act. A person might feel highly 
responsible to act and believe that he or she had the capability to do so, but might fail to act 
due to lack of courage. Moral courage enables an individual to be virtuous, regardless of the 
external factors that might affect their beliefs (Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Sekerka & Bagozzi, 
2007). Therefore, it can be argued that highly morally courageous people are stricter in 
relying on religious values than less morally courageous people, regardless of their personal 
desires or any social factors that may influence them. Consequently, high levels of moral 
courage positively moderate the relationship between consumers’ intrinsic religiosity and 
psychological and social risk. An ethically responsible (moral ownership) and competent 
(moral efficacy) individual who is also committed (moral courage) to moral behaviour will 
think about the psychological risk of using a religiously questionable product more than they 
will consider the social risk. Therefore, moral courage weakens the positive relationships 
between social extrinsic religiosity and social risk perception. Further, it changes the 
direction of relationship between extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception to 
positive. 
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To sum up, moral potency provides a person with the psychological resources that bridge 
thoughts into action (Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). Measuring consumer 
moral potency helps to explain the effectiveness of the relationship between religiosity and 
risk perception. It clarifies whether the level of religiosity will lead to an effective risk 
perception or not. The assumption being examined here is that moral potency’s components 
moderate the relationship between consumer religiosity and consumer risk perception and is 
described in hypotheses H7 to H12: 
 H7: Moral potency moderates the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and 
consumer psychological risk perception 
 H8: Moral potency moderates the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and 
consumer social risk perception 
 H9: Moral potency moderates the relationship between social extrinsic religiosity 
and consumer psychological risk perception 
 H10: Moral potency moderates the relationship between social extrinsic 
religiosity and consumer social risk perception 
 H11: Moral potency moderates the relationship between personal extrinsic 
religiosity and consumer psychological risk perception 
 H12: Moral potency moderates the relationship between personal extrinsic 
religiosity and consumer social risk perception. 
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Figure ‎8-1 The proposed conceptual model of the relationship between religiosity and 
perceived risk considering the role of moral potency 
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8.3 Roles of religious opinions in the relationship between religiosity and 
risk perception 
Religious scholars in some countries or societies, as opinion leaders, have the ability to 
change some consumers’ consumption patterns by using their influence to promote or 
criticise products or brands because of their relationship to religious values or norms 
(Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Businesses and marketers therefore need to open up 
communications with religious scholars in order to understand their thoughts regarding a 
particular product or brand and understand the reasoning underlying why that product might 
receive criticism or a decree of prohibition (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013).  
The importance of these kinds of relationships with religious scholars increases in 
countries or communities with a conservative background or a high regard for the opinions of 
conservative religious scholars. These situations enhance the benefits to marketers in 
convincing religious scholars to declare that their products are in line with religious norms. 
According to Muhamad and Mizerski (2013), Coca Cola has consulted with Indonesian 
religious authorities. It has led to some changes in Coca Cola packaging and information to 
consumers with Islamic symbols being used on the cans and the bottles. Restaurants and 
hotels in some Western countries consult Muslim religious scholars to improve offerings of 
Halal cuisine to attract the increased number of Muslims in communities in the West. Some 
banks also consider the opinions of religious scholars to develop Islamic-based service 
offerings (Bianchi, 2006; El-Gamal, 2000). With these practical examples in mind, do the 
opinions of religious scholars have a significant role in the relationship between consumer 
religiosity and consumer behaviour?  
According to Wiebe and Fleck (1980), intrinsically religious people always require more 
structured arrangements and rules in their lives than extrinsically religious ones. The opinions 
of religious scholars are considered as a definitive ruling in some religious countries or 
communities, especially with contemporary matters such as newly innovated products, 
services or technologies. For Muslim consumers, Muhamad and Mizerski (2013) have found 
that intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity moderate the purchasing of some products subject to 
decrees issued by religious scholars. They have also found that intrinsically religious 
Muslims prefer to make their feelings and judgments on products or service based on the 
opinions of religious scholars. Their research investigated only Muslim university students in 
Malaysia aged between 20 and 23. To attain the greatest understanding of the relationship 
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between religiosity and perceived risk, it is recommended that investigations of this 
relationship be undertaken using different and more expanded circumstances. An example of 
this is an experimental design with different opinions from religious scholars being added as 
an independent variable. 
However, some religious scholars’ opinions might be controversial and subject to debate 
among a wider group of scholars either in different countries or sometimes inside the same 
country (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Sometimes the popularity of a product in the media or 
in surrounding communities can also affect decision making, even in the face of religious 
scholars’ warnings. This is especially true after the product or service has been widely 
adopted by others. Therefore, besides the opinions of religious scholars, the product or 
services’ popularity may play an important role in crystalising the impact of consumer 
religiosity on the perceived risk. Consequently, it is also recommended to investigate this 
relationship in circumstances where products are both popular and unpopular in the opinions 
of religious scholars. This discussion leads to the second research question of this thesis: 
RQ3: Do religious scholars’ opinions have significant roles in the relationship between 
consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk?  
8.4 Hypothesis development to address RQ3 
To answer this question, hypotheses from H1to H6 need to be re-investigated in four 
different conditions, in a 2 x 2 factorial experimental design that will be presented and 
explained in greater depth in Chapter 9. The first condition is when the product under 
investigation is not popular among the consumer’s community but also not the subject of any 
warning or prohibitory decrees from religious scholars. This condition was represented in the 
scenarios that have been used in Study One. The second condition is when the product is 
popular within the society, but not the subject of any warning from religious scholars. The 
third one is when the product has not become popular yet but is the subject of warnings from 
religious scholars. The last condition is when a popular product is the subject of warnings and 
decrees from religious scholars.  
Conceptualising the possible role of religious scholars on this relationship, logically, if 
the product became highly popular among the society in which a consumer lives and at the 
same time there were warnings against the product from religious scholars, the social risk 
perception of that consumer would be low because of the community acceptance. On the 
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other hand, the psychological risk perception will be high because these warnings from 
religious scholars would encourage the consumer to question him or herself, asking “am I 
doing the right thing if I use this product?”  
If the product is not popular in the society and there are warnings from religious scholars 
the possibility of getting an increase in the level of social and psychological risk perception 
will be high. In other instances, if the there is no warning from religious scholars and the 
product is popular in the society, the social and psychological risk perception will be at a low 
level. In contrast, an unpopular product with no warning from religious scholars may cause 
an increase in the social risk perception but a decrease in the psychological risk perception. 
However, as previous research confirms, in most cases related to consumer behaviour or 
attitude, intrinsically religious people differ significantly from extrinsically religious people 
(Chen & Tang, 2012; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Vitell, 2009; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980); the 
above conceptualisation might cause divergent opinions based on the religious motivation of 
individuals. Therefore, it is recommended that empirical data be obtained to define the role of 
religious scholars in consumers’ social and psychological risk perceptions. So, the hypothesis 
to be tested here is: 
 H13a: Consumers’ perceived social risk of the adoption of ‘religiously 
questionable products’ will be different based on the religious scholars’ opinions 
 H13b: Consumers’ perceived psychological risk of the adoption of ‘religiously 
questionable products’ will be different based on the religious scholars’ opinions. 
8.5 Chapter summary 
 The perceived risk of using any particular product is the first step when confronting a 
product that may contain religious based problem before forming any kind of evaluation, 
judgment or decision making. When linking religiosity with perceived social and 
psychological risk, Study One of this thesis confirmed that most of the proposed relationships 
are significant. However, the role of religiosity in consumer behaviour research was limited 
to consumers’ beliefs on what is right or wrong, which means that there is no proof that 
consumers will act according to those beliefs. Hannah and Avolio (2010) identified the 
theoretical concept of moral potency. This study argues that this concept moderates the 
relationship between consumer religiosity and perceived risk. Rather than simply 
understanding the impact of a consumer’s religious beliefs on perceived risk, it is possible to 
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identify to what extent consumers will apply beliefs that are informed by their personal level 
of religiosity. 
Further, the literature confirms that religious people’s decisions are, in some cases, 
affected by religious scholars’ opinions as well as the popularity of the object under 
evaluation (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). This study adopts this argument and proposes to 
test the model of the relationships between religiosity and perceived social and psychological 
risk under four different circumstances. These circumstances represent different kinds of 
religious scholars’ opinions on the most strongly questionable products. The study will 
investigate the four circumstances as conditions in a 2 x 2 experiment. The next chapter will 
explain and justify the methodology adopted, establishing a sound framework to effectively 
test the hypotheses of this study and then address RQ2 and RQ3. 
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9 Chapter Nine: Methodology (Study Two) 
Chapter Seven and Eight provided a review of the literature that investigated the 
relationship between consumers’ religiosity and consumers’ moral consideration. They also 
reviewed the impact of religious scholars’ opinions on consumer decision making. Based on 
these reviews, two research questions and the seven hypotheses of Study two have been 
developed. This chapter will describe and justify the methodology of conducting this study. It 
specifically addresses the philosophical stance of the research, the research approach and the 
context of the research. It also provides details about the method of data collection and 
relevant analytical approaches. 
9.1 Philosophical stance and research approach 
Using the same approach as adopted in Study One, this study utilised the post-positivism 
paradigm. The reason for that was this study also aimed to end up with a description of 
imperfectly understandable and measurable reality. So far in this thesis, the relationships 
between consumers’ religiosity and social and psychological risk perception were examined 
and explained in Study One. However, the possible influences of consumers’ moral potency 
and the opinions of religious scholars had not been investigated. Therefore, empirical data 
was needed to either support or reject these proposed influences. 
Previous literature confirmed the existence of the engagement between religiosity and 
morality, and also the influence of religious scholars on people’s choices and behaviours. In 
this study, the quantitative approach was chosen to examine the moderating role of moral 
potency (Hannah & Avolio, 2010) in the relationships between consumers’ religiosity and the 
perceived social and psychological risks. This will be done through testing hypotheses H7 to 
H12. Further, the quantitative approach was used to examine the impact of religious scholars’ 
opinions on consumer levels of perceived social and psychological risks. This was done by 
testing hypotheses H13a and H13b. The following section provides the method for this study. 
9.1.1 Experimental design method 
In Study One, the survey design method was used because the purpose was to only 
examine the direct impact of IVs on DVs. For this study, the phenomenon under investigation 
described how religious backgrounds affected the perceptions of risk that might come from 
products that might include controversial religious problems or, in other words, religiously 
questionable products. In some contexts, products entering the market of a religious society 
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might face critiques by religious scholars suggesting such products might be harmful to a 
person’s religiosity. However, while some products faced religious criticism when first 
introduced to that market, they became popular with the general public with the passage of 
time. Furthermore, previous research has confirmed that the existence of a type of consumer 
who relies for their decision making on religious scholars rulings and opinions (Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013). Some consumers rely on their circle of friends and community to decide 
either to follow religious scholars’ opinions on such products or services or not (Muhamad & 
Mizerski, 2013; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980).  
These indicated that consumers’ risk perception of such products might be altered 
depending upon different circumstances related to the opinions of religious scholars. 
Therefore, in order to gain a clear insight into the relationship between consumers religiosity 
and consumers perceived risk and the moderating role of moral potency, the subject needed 
to be examined using different conditions within a controlled environment. Therefore, an 
experimental design was appropriate for this research because it provided an opportunity to 
manipulate the circumstances under a controlled environment. Experimental research is a 
methodology used to examine the relationship between variables, where the independent 
variable is purposely manipulated to detect the consequences on the dependent variable 
(Collis & Roger, 2009, p. 74).  
 In this study, the independent variables (IV) were the consumers’ level of intrinsic and 
extrinsic religiosity. The aims here were to: 1) explain their effects on the dependent 
variables (DV), which are the consumers’ psychological and social perceived risk of adopting 
a product that may contain religious problems, 2) examine the possible moderating role of 
moral potency. Using experimental design for this research allowed the observation of 
different conditions to more closely achieve these aims. It allowed relationships to be 
identified and improved the researcher’s ability to control and predict events (Plutchik, 1974). 
In this study, the controlled conditions were framed by 1) the level of warning from 
religious scholars and 2) the level of product popularity. Those conditions were 
conceptualised as extra independent variables (IV). The reason for adding product popularity 
was to see the difference between the impacts of religious scholars when products were new 
versus when products were already known. The next paragraph will provide the type of 
experiment used in this thesis.  
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It was important to choose one of four kinds of experimental design based on the nature 
of the research issue and the ability of the researcher to obtain suitable data (Collis & Roger, 
2009). The first choice is a repeated-measures design, which happens when the experiment is 
repeated under different conditions. The second choice is an independent-sample design, 
which happens when selecting two or more groups of subjects within different conditions. 
The third choice is a matched-pair design, which attempts to eliminate other differences 
between groups by matching pairs of subjects and allocating one to each group. The fourth 
choice is a single-subject design, which happens when only a few subjects are available 
(Collis & Roger, 2009). In this study, an independent-samples design was used. The reason 
for this selection was the need to have different groups of subjects. Each group faced 
different conditions.  
Specifically, there were four different groups of conditions. Each group faced one 
condition in order to form the two-by-two post-test factorial experiment. The form of this 
experiment was (Unpopular Vs. Popular) × (No warning from religious scholars Vs. 
Constructive warnings from religious scholars). Each condition was represented by fictional 
scenarios that will be explained later in the context section (see Figure ‎9.1). The conditions of 
manipulation are:  
 The product when it is not popular among the friends and society and not receiving 
a warning from religious scholars. 
  The product when it is popular among friends and society and not receiving a 
warning from religious scholars. 
 The product when it is not popular among friends and society and receiving a 
warning from religious scholars.  
 The product when it is popular among friends and society, but receiving a warning 
from religious scholars.  
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According to Collis and Roger (2009), this particular choice of design can experience the 
problem of having other differences between the four samples such as age, experience and 
genders. However, this problem was overcome by using a method of sampling called random 
assignment (Collis & Roger, 2009; Newman, 2006). Random assignment is a technique for 
assigning the subjects to groups to make comparisons between them. This technique, in 
probability theory, means every subject has an exactly equal chance of being allocated to one 
or another group (Newman, 2006). Random assignment was used in this thesis for both 
studies and more details about the usage of it will be given in the explanation of each study. 
In summary, the study was conducted using quantitative experimental design as the main 
approach to examine the moderating role of moral potency in the relationships between 
consumers’ intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and social risks and 
these relationships, and also, to investigate the impacts of religious scholars on consumers’ 
perceived social and psychological risk. Four independent samples were selected to apply a 
2 × 2 post-test factorial experiment. Every sample faced one condition. Random assignment 
was the technique for assigning the participants to groups. 
9.2 Measurements 
All variables in this study are well-established in the literature. As intrinsic religiosity, 
social extrinsic religiosity, personal extrinsic religiosity, psychological risk perception and 
social risk perception were used and operated successfully in Study One, they were used for 
this study as well. Moral potency was the new main concept for this study. The following 
sub-section will explicate how moral potency will be measured. 
Unpopular 
Popular 
No warning  Warning  
Figure ‎9-1 Two-by-Two factorial experiment (Unpopular Vs. Popular) 
× (No warning from religious scholars Vs. Constructive warnings from 
religious scholars) 
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9.2.1 Moral potency 
The moral potency concept is newly proposed and has only been tested in a few studies, 
but has items that have proven to be reliable (Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). 
The moral ownership (3-item scale) and courage (4-item scale) components were measured 
on a five point scale “1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree”. The moral efficacy 
component (5-item scale) was measured on a five point scale “1 = not at all confident to 5 = 
totally confident”. Permission from authors of the theory was needed to use their scales 
(Appendix No. 14.1). As recommended by the founder of the concept of moral potency, all of 
the items were subject to revision regarding consistency of the measurement scales and the 
contextual needs for better understanding from the respondents. Summary of the adopted 
scales of this study is shown in Table ‎9.1. The next section will address the context of this 
study. 
Table ‎9.1 Summary of adopted scales (Study Two) 
Variable 
name 
No. of 
items 
Scale source Abbreviated definition Sample of the items 
Intrinsic 
religiosity 
9  
 
 
Allport & Ross 
1967; Ji & 
Ibrahim 2007 
Define religion as a meaning-
endowing framework 
 
I try to carry my religion over into all other 
dealings in life 
Social 
extrinsic 
religiosity 
 
8 Use religion to achieve 
mundane social or business 
goals 
 
Although I believe in my religion, I feel there 
are many more important things in my life 
Personal 
extrinsic 
religiosity 
3 Use religion for private 
personal gains like protection, 
comfort and relief 
 
The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief 
and protection 
Psychological 
risk 
perception 
  
3  
 
Stone & 
Gronhaug 1993 
The consumer’s peace of mind 
or self-perception 
 
The thought of using FRIEND MAKER would 
make me feel psychologically uncomfortable 
Social risk 
perception 
 
3 The perception of others about 
the buyer 
 
The thought of using FRIEND MAKER 
causes me concern because some friends 
would think I was just being showy 
 
Moral 
courage 
 
4  
 
 
 
 
Hanna & Avolio 
2010 
Willingness to endure that 
danger of being committed to 
the principles 
 
I will confront my peers if they commit an 
unethical act 
Moral 
ownership 
 
3 Sense of psychological 
responsibility individuals feel 
for their own actions based on 
the principles 
 
I will not accept anyone in my group behaving 
unethically 
Moral 
efficacy 
 
5 Individuals’ belief in their 
capabilities to organise and 
mobilise the motivation, 
cognitive resources, means, and 
courses of action needed to 
perform based on the principles 
I will determine what needs to be done when I 
face moral/ethical dilemmas 
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9.3 Context (Study Two) 
As this study was an extension of Study One in this thesis, the research continued to be 
conducted in the context of Muslim consumers. The first study showed that there was no 
significant difference between Muslims in Saudi Arabia and Muslims in the West in terms of 
the impact of religiosity on risk perception, and this study also collected data from two 
groups. The reason for this choice was that in this study, besides the moderation tests, the 
direct relationships between religiosity and perceived risk were to be re-tested under four 
different conditions. So, obtaining data from Muslims in conservative country and Muslims 
from the West provided the opportunity to compare between the two groups of Muslims in 
each condition, which lead to an exploration of this difference that could not be explored in 
Study One. 
For the experiments, as mentioned before, each group from the four groups of subjects 
was exposed to one condition. Each condition was included in two fictional scenarios within 
the same two different products contexts that were used in Study One, FRIEND MAKER 
(FM), and THE LIFE (TL). As has been mentioned before, in investigating consumer risk 
perceptions, it was recommended to have different product categories to avoid the potential 
confounding impact of the product attributes (Mitchell & Harris, 2005). All scenarios were 
developed under screening from academic experts at Queensland University of Technology, 
after which they were administered using informal pre-tests to subjects within the potential 
target population to ensure that the manipulation conditions were clear. All of the fictional 
scenarios used are listed in Table ‎9.2 and Table ‎9.3. 
In summary, as for Study One, this study focused on the context of Muslim consumers 
who live in either Saudi Arabia or any of Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the 
US. Gender, age and educational status were considered as control variables for the context 
of the research in order to gain better understanding for discussion. For the four manipulated 
conditions, each one was represented by two fictional scenarios. Each scenario was based on 
one particular fictional brand. The next sections will describe in detail the procedures of 
Study Two. 
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Table ‎9.2 Scenarios of each experimental condition (FRIEND MAKER) 
 No warning Warning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Unpopular 
A new social media website has just been launched. This 
website is called FRIEND MAKER. It enables members 
to share photos, stories and interests online. FRIEND 
MAKER also facilitates the development of new real 
friendships, especially between males and females. 
Members have the ability to arrange meetings and 
become close personal friends. This website is already 
very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. However, as FRIEND MAKER has only just 
entered the market in your country, it is too early to tell 
just how popular it may become. 
A new social media website has just been launched. This website is 
called FRIEND MAKER. FRIEND MAKER enables members to 
share photos, stories and interests online. FRIEND MAKER also 
facilitates the development of real friendships, especially between 
males and females, where members have the ability to arrange 
meetings and become close personal friends. FRIEND MAKER is 
already very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. As FRIEND MAKER has only just entered here in your 
country, it is too early to tell how popular it may become. 
 
Immediately after the introduction of FRIEND MAKER, the Grand 
Mufti and the highest religious authority released statements to warn 
Muslims about the risks of using this website and indicated that using 
FRIEND MAKER is against Islamic behaviour 
 
 
 
 
 
Popular 
A new social media website has just been launched. This 
website is called FRIEND MAKER. It enables members 
to share photos, stories and interests online. FRIEND 
MAKER also facilitates the development of new real 
friendships, especially between males and females. 
Members have the ability to arrange meetings and 
become close personal friends. FRIEND MAKER is 
already very popular in many other countries, including 
Western countries and is now growing to be very popular 
here in your country.  
 
A new social media website has just been launched. This website is 
called FRIEND MAKER. FRIEND MAKER enables members to 
share photos, stories and interests online. FRIEND MAKER also 
facilitates the development of real friendships, especially between 
males and females. Members have the ability to arrange meetings 
and become close personal friends. It is already very popular in 
many other countries, including Western countries and is now 
growing to be very popular here and among your friends and family.  
However, the Grand Mufti and the highest religious authority 
released statements to warn Muslims about the risks of using this 
website and indicated that using FRIEND MAKER is against Islamic 
behaviour.  
 
 
Table ‎9.3 Scenarios of each experimental condition (THE LIFE) 
 No warning Warning 
Unpopular 
A new private art school has just opened. This school is 
called THE LIFE. THE LIFE teaches adult individuals 
(males & females) the beauty of dance as an art form 
that can enhance people’s lives, so that they experience 
more peace and relaxed attitudes. THE LIFE is already 
very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. As THE LIFE has only just entered the market 
in your country, it is too early to tell just how popular it 
may become. 
A new private art school has just opened. It is called THE LIFE. THE 
LIFE teaches adult individuals (males & females) the beauty of 
dance as an art form that can enhance people’s lives and attitudes, so 
that they experience more peace and relaxation. The school is 
already very popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries. As THE LIFE has only just entered here in your country, it 
is too early to tell how popular it may become. 
 
Immediately after the introduction of THE LIFE, the Grand Mufti 
and the highest religious authority released statements to warn 
Muslims about the risks of visiting and participating in this school 
and indicated that the services provided by THE LIFE are against 
Islamic behaviour. 
 
Popular 
A new private art school has just opened. It is called 
THE LIFE. THE LIFE teaches adult individuals (males 
& females) the beauty of dance as an art form that can 
enhance people’s lives and attitudes, so that they 
experience more peace and relaxation. It is already very 
popular in many other countries, including Western 
countries and is now growing to be very popular here in 
your country. 
A new private art school has just opened. This school is called THE 
LIFE. THE LIFE teaches adult individuals (males & females) the 
beauty of dance as an art form that can enhance people’s lives to be 
more peaceful and relaxed. The school is already very popular in 
many other countries, including Western countries and is now 
growing to be very popular here and lots of your friends are already 
attending the schools activities.  
  
However, the Grand Mufti and the highest religious authority 
released statements to warn Muslims about the risks of visiting and 
participating in this school and indicated that what services provided 
by THE LIFE are against Islamic behaviour. 
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9.4 Questionnaires (Study 2) 
Four electronic questionnaires were designed to collect primary data on the basis of the 
study’s constructs. Every questionnaire represented one of the four experimental conditions, 
which were randomly assigned. All questionnaires were designed in English and then 
translated into Arabic through forward and blind back-translation. Each questionnaire 
included four parts: demographic, religiosity, moral potency and perceived risk. 
In the all four questionnaires, participants started with the demographic and screening 
questions, and then responded to the same 20 statements measuring their level of religiosity. 
After that they moved to the moral potency questions. In this section, participants read seven 
statements and selected their level of agreement with them. These seven questions measured 
their moral ownership and moral courage. After that they selected their level of confidence 
with five more statements that measured moral efficacy. The 12 statements were designed to 
represent moral potency. This section was after the demographics and religiosity section and 
before the experimental scenario. Finally, the electronic system randomly assigned each 
participant to on of the scenarios that represent one of the four conditions. After each 
scenario, participants answered questions about perceived social and psychological risk, in 
line with the format of Study One. The moral potency questions were placed in this position 
in order to gain accurate responses from participants in terms of applying their religious 
beliefs before getting into the risk measures. Figure ‎9.2 shows the structure of the 
questionnaire of this study.  
9.5 Sampling (study 2) 
The same process of sampling used in Study One was used in this study, and the 
individual Muslim consumer was the unit of the study. All participants had the choice of 
responding to the questionnaire in English or Arabic. A few Saudis who have many followers 
on Twitter were contacted and asked to tweet the invitation link for participation in the study. 
An application called ‘WhatsApp’ was also used to spread an invitation message. Facebook 
pages of Islamic associations in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United Kingdome, and 
United States were contacted as well to post study invitations in order to meet sampling 
quotas.  
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9.6 Process of the analysis (Study 2) 
As with Study One, the analysis started with the data screening. The SPSS file was 
organised through scoring the data and creating a codebook, as well as determining the 
conversion of numeric scores as recommended by Creswell (2013). A Likert scale from 1 to 5 
was used where 1 means the left or negative side of the answers like ‘strongly disagree’ and 5 
is the right or positive side of the answers which mean ‘strongly agree’. All answers from all 
four questionnaires were combined into one SPSS file. One variable was added to the file to 
represent the condition the respondent was given. This variable was called ‘Scenario’ and 
included scores from 1 to 4 where 1 means condition one, which is ‘not popular and no 
warning from religious scholars’; 2 means condition two, which is ‘popular and no warning’; 
3 means condition three, which is ‘not popular with warning from religious scholars’; 4 
means condition four, which is ‘popular with warning’.  
After that, analyses started by finding outliers and descriptive statistics. EFA, scale 
reliability, validity, CFA and measurement model invariance were processed next. The 
reasons for conducting each of these tools will be given in Chapter Ten. After that ANOVA 
was conducted to compare between the four experimental conditions. Moderation analyses 
using regression and multi-groups SEM were the main part of the analyses of this study (Hair 
et al., 2010). Cluster analysis was the final tool used to generate the entire results pool for 
practical implementation.  
9.7 Chapter summary 
This chapter dealt with the explanation and justification of the chosen research 
methodology for Study Two. The philosophical stance of the research, the experimental 
approach, and the context of the research were addressed. The research concept was 
provided. Details were provided about the method including aims, design, target population, 
sampling and data collection procedures. The analytical approaches for the study were briefly 
considered, including: data screening, descriptive statistics, EFA, CFA, SEM and moderator 
effects. Next, results and a discussion of this study are provided in Chapter Ten. 
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- Gender 
- Religion 
- Place 
- Age 
- Education 
20 Q for religiosity 
 
Scenario 1 FM 
Scenario 2 TL 
6 Risk Q 
6 Risk Q 
Not popular & No warning from religious 
 
Scenario 1 FM 
Scenario 2 TL 
6 Risk Q 
6 Risk Q 
Popular & No warning from religious scholars 
 Scenario 1 FM 
Scenario 2 TL 
6 Risk Q 
6 Risk Q 
Not popular & warning from religious scholars 
 Scenario 1 FM 
Scenario 2 TL 
6 Risk Q 
6 Risk Q 
Popular & warning from religious scholars 
Random 
assignment 
electronically 
12 Q for moral potency 
Figure ‎9-2 Questionnaires’‎structure‎for‎study‎2 
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10 Chapter Ten: Findings of Study Two 
The main purpose of this study was to address research question RQ2: What is the role of 
moral potency in the relationship between consumer religiosity and perception of 
psychological and social risk? And research question RQ3: Do religious scholars’ opinions 
have significant roles in the relationship between consumer religiosity and perceived 
social/psychological risk? Therefore, the study aimed to see if the relationships between 
religiosity and perceived social and psychological risk were moderated by the components of 
moral potency (courage, ownership and efficacy). It also aimed to examine whether religious 
scholars’ opinions performed a significant role in forming consumers’ social and 
psychological risk perceptions. 
The chapter starts by providing a briefing about the data collection method and stating the 
respondents’ profiles. After that, the data screening process is provided. Again, as in Study 
One, an assessment of the measurement model using an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
and a subsequent confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), followed by reliability and validity 
(convergent and discriminant) of the measurement models are provided. ANOVA will then 
be the first tool used to investigate the existence of differences between the four groups. After 
that, moderation effects will be tested using multi-groups structural equation modelling and 
regression followed by simple slope analyses for each significant moderation effect. Finally, 
cluster analysis will be conducted. 
10.1 Data profile and screening 
The electronic questionnaires of this study were published via social media to two groups 
of subjects representing the same population as Study One. Participants in Saudi Arabia were 
targeted through Twitter and WhatsApp. For Twitter, an ethically approved invitation tweet 
was sent to accounts with a large number of followers asking them to retweet it. For 
WhatsApp, an invitation message was sent to the researcher’s contacts asking them to 
participate and re-send the invitation to their contacts. Participants from Western countries 
were targeted through the Western Islamic groups’ pages in Facebook. A total of 5636 people 
participated, but 2776 withdrew in the middle of the questionnaires and all of these 
unfinished questionnaires were removed before starting the analysis. Therefore, the total 
number of participants in Study Two before the screening was n = 2860. 
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10.1.1 Outliers screening 
Boxplots were generated for the summated scores of each construct. Outlier cases were 
then identified and summarised in Table ‎10.1. After removing the outlier cases, the final 
sample size for Study Two was 2802 (from n = 2860). 
Table ‎10.1 Outliers cases for Study Two 
Constructs Cases with outliers 
Religiosity  
 Intrinsic 
772, 2484, 62, 1538, 1451, 40, 
1768, 2508, 2288, 2202, 2098, 798, 
1973, 2425, 2522, 1661, 2207, 642, 
2614, 2284, 2216, 2139 
 Extrinsic 
2143, 2464, 2018, 2235, 1617, 250, 
928, 1221, 609, 480, 2703, 2822, 2039, 
675 
Psychological Risk  
 FRIEND MAKER 
None 
 THE LIFE 
None 
Social Risk  
 FRIEND MAKER 
2857, 2859, 2858 
 THE LIFE 
2778, 2858, 2860 
Moral Courage 1694, 2098, 592 
Moral Ownership 2672, 2399, 2174, 2177, 860, 2288, 
826, 2688, 2431, 2524, 2698, 2033, 
1880, 2199 
Moral Efficacy 2177, 1893, 2146, 2520, 724, 1009, 
1549, 2222, 2343, 2197, 2814, 2307 
 
10.1.2 Descriptive statistics for the final sample 
Final sample size after the data cleaning was 2802. Males (50.6%) were represented very 
slightly more than females. Respondents from Saudi Arabia comprised 81.2% of the sample 
and the rest indicated that they came from any of Australia, United States, UK, Canada, or 
New Zealand. Around a half (52.8%) were between 18 and 30 years old, while 30% were in 
the 31–40 age bracket. The rest were 41 years and over. Slightly more than half (57.8%) had 
a bachelor’s degree while a few had a master’s degree (14.5%), a PhD (3%), diploma (9.2%) 
and those with high school or less was (15.5%). All respondents indicated that they were 
Muslims since birth. 
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10.2 Assessment of measurement model 
10.2.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
A series of exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were conducted to assess the measurement 
model. Separate EFAs were conducted for the religiosity (extrinsic and intrinsic) scale, the 
component of moral potency (Moral courage, moral ownership, moral efficacy) and risk 
(psychological and social) scales in each scenario, FRIEND MAKER (FM) and THE LIFE 
(TL).  
For religiosity, the reason for doing an EFA for religiosity questions again with different 
data from the same context was to re-check for the best conceptualisation approach of 
religiosity, whether it was the three-constructs approach confirmed in Study One or the two-
constructs approach. An EFA, specifically using principal axis factoring with a subsequent 
promax Kaiser Normalization rotation was conducted. The same patterns of loadings in Study 
One were also observed for data in this study. Factorability results were: KMO = .845; 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant: χ2 = 10807.666, df = 190, p < .001. Again, item #9x 
(The mosque is most important as a place to formulate good social relationships) was loaded 
in the intrinsic religiosity factor as seen in Table ‎10.2. This supported the idea of removing 
the item from the remaining analysis. Table ‎10.3 provides the KMO values for religiosity in 
general and each of extrinsic and extrinsic religiosity constructs. All KMOs for religiosity 
constructs were again well above the minimum acceptable level of 0.60 (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2007). 
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Table ‎10.2 Summary of EFA loading factors in religiosity constructs for Study Two 
 Factors 
9x. The mosque is most important as a place to formulate good social 
relationships 
.704   
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the services at 
the mosque 
.683   
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .656   
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious 
thought and meditation 
.642   
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study group 
rather than a social fellowship 
.556   
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .547   
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to 
life 
.433   
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important 
things in my life 
 .753  
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in 
order to protect my social and economic interests 
 .669  
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious considerations 
influence my everyday affairs 
 .656  
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral life  .618  
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray  .512  
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection   .868 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life   .840 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune 
strike 
  .584 
 
Table ‎10.3 KMO‎and‎Bartlett’s‎Test‎of‎Sphericity‎for‎Religiosity‎for‎Study‎Two 
 
Construct 
 
KMO 
Bartlett’s‎test‎of‎sphericity 
Approx. Chi-
Square 
df Sig. Factors 
Overall 
Religiosity 
.845 10807.666 190 .000 3 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
.838 3484.487 36 .000 1 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
.731 5264.200 55 .000 2 
 
For the moral potency constructs, initial analysis indicated that data has adequate 
factorability (KMO = .894; Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant: χ2 = 10,487.10, df = 66, 
p < .001). Three components with an Eigenvalue greater than 1.0 were found: moral courage, 
moral ownership and moral efficacy. Item #4MC double loaded into moral courage and moral 
ownership and this led to an exclusion of the item form the remaining analysis (see 
Table ‎10.4). All KMOs for moral potency constructs are above the minimum acceptable level 
of 0.60 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) (see Table ‎10.5). 
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Table ‎10.4 Summary of EFA loading factors in moral potency constructs for Study Two 
 Factors 
2MC. confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act 
 
.826   
1MC. confront my peers if they commit an unethical act 
 
.826   
3MC. always state my views about ethical issues to my leaders 
 
.669   
4MC. go against the group's decision whenever it violates my ethical 
standards 
.424 .428  
2MO. not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically 
 
 .792  
3MO. take charge to address ethical issues when I know someone has done 
something wrong 
 .720  
1MO. assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical act 
 
 .560  
5ME. determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical dilemmas 
 
  .758 
4ME. take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision 
 
  .748 
3ME. work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes 
 
  .723 
2ME. readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I face 
 
  .677 
1ME. confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue 
 
  .565 
MC = Moral Courage, MO = Moral Ownership, ME = Moral Efficacy    
 
Table ‎10.5 KMO‎and‎Bartlett’s‎Test‎of‎Sphericity‎for‎Moral‎Potency‎for‎Study‎Two 
 
Construct 
 
KMO 
Bartlett’s‎test‎of‎sphericity 
Approx. Chi-
Square 
df Sig. Factors 
Overall Moral 
Potency 
.894 10,487.10 66 .000 3 
Moral Courage 
  
.703 2717.616 6 .000 1 
Moral 
Ownership 
.660 1203.917 3 .000 1 
Moral Efficacy 
 
.823 3856.135 10 .000 1 
 
For risk perception in both scenarios (FM and TL), the EFA initial analysis indicated that 
the data has adequate factorability (FRIEND MAKER: KMO = .750; Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity is significant: χ2 = 8876.778, df = 15, p <.001) (THE LIFE: KMO = .760; 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant: χ2 = 10624.210, df = 15, p < .001). Also, in both 
scenarios, eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were found for two components (psychological and 
social). All items showed a high level of commonality; however as in Study One, Item #6SR 
in both scenarios was double loaded. This supports the subsequent exclusion of this item 
from the rest of the analysis (see Table ‎10.6 and Table ‎10.7). As in Study One, there is an 
issue of factorability related to social risk perception (see Table ‎10.8). 
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Table ‎10.6 Summary of EFA loading factors in risk perception (FRIEND MAKER) for 
Study Two 
 Factors 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.933  
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
.897  
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.889  
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
 .854 
4SR. If I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem by 
my associates at work 
 .591 
6SR. My usage of FRIEND MAKER would make me look foolish to some 
people whose opinion I value 
.494 .578 
 
Table ‎10.7 Summary of EFA loading factors in risk perception (THE LIFE) for Study Two 
 Factors 
2PR. The thought of using THE LIFE gives me a feeling of unwanted 
anxiety 
.938  
3PR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me to experience unnecessary 
tension 
.925  
1PR. The thought of using THE LIFE will make me feel psychologically 
uncomfortable 
.899  
5SR. The thought of using THE LIFE causes me concern because some 
friends would think I was just being showy 
 .787 
4SR. If I use THE LIFE, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my 
associates at work 
 .704 
6SR. My usage of THE LIFE would make me look foolish to some people 
whose opinion I value 
.644 .447 
 
Table ‎10.8 KMO‎and‎Bartlett’s‎Test‎of‎Sphericity‎for‎Risk‎Perception‎for‎Study‎Two 
 
Construct 
 
KMO 
Bartlett’s‎test‎of‎sphericity 
Approx. 
Chi-Square 
df Sig. Factors 
Overall Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
. 749 3067.629 15 .000 2 
Overall Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
. 767 3489.695 15 .000 2 
Psychological 
Risk (FRIEND 
MAKER) 
. 719 7102.831 3 .000 1 
Social Risk 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
.500* 126.696 1 .000 1 
Psychological 
Risk (THE LIFE) 
.735 8634.848 3 .000 1 
Social Risk (THE 
LIFE) 
.500* 147.896 1 .000 1 
 
10.2.2 Scale reliability 
In this study eight scales were used to measure the following constructs: intrinsic 
religiosity, social extrinsic religiosity, personal extrinsic religiosity, moral courage, moral 
ownership, moral efficacy, psychological risk and social risk. An EFA assessment for 
religiosity and risk perception confirmed the same result of Study One, which strengthens the 
reliability of the scales that have been used in Study One. The EFA was also aligned with the 
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Theory of Moral Potency in terms of scaling its three components except for the double 
loading of one item in the moral courage construct. In this section, an analysis of scale 
reliability was performed through assessments of internal consistency and item correlations. 
First, a score of Cronbach’s alpha was used for the eight constructs. The assessment was 
done under the criteria that has been suggested by Hair et al. (2010) and Pallant (2010): more 
than .70 is an acceptable indicator of internal consistency and any value between .60 and .70 
can be considered as the lower limit of acceptable scores. Table ‎10.9 shows that all 
Cronbach’s alphas were in the range of acceptable levels or the lower limit of acceptable 
levels except for the social risk construct, which had a score under 0.6 in each scenario. 
Therefore, social risk perception will be treated as a single item construct, the same as it was 
treated in Study One (Bergkvist & Rossiter, 2007). 
Second, analyses of the item-total correlations were considered for the three constructs of 
moral potency. Item-total correlations for the other constructs were the same as Study One. 
The results of the corrected item-total correlation of moral courage, moral ownership and 
moral efficacy are presented in Tables from Table ‎10.10 to Table ‎10.12. All results indicate 
that all items within each construct measure the actual construct because all of the corrected 
item-total correlations were above .30. This makes the data ready to move to the CFA and 
validity stages.  
Table ‎10.9 Cronbach’s‎Alphas‎of‎Measurement‎Scales‎for‎Each‎Construct,‎Study‎Two 
Construct Number of items Cronbach’s‎Alpha 
Intrinsic Religiosity 
 
6                .70 
Social Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
5                 .65 
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
3                 .65 
Moral Courage 
 
       3       .75 
Moral Ownership 
 
       3      .67 
Moral Efficacy 
 
      5     .80 
Psychological Risk Perception 
(FRIEND MAKER) 
 
               3                .93 
Social Risk Perception (FRIEND 
MAKER) 
 
               2               .48* 
Psychological Risk Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
 
               3               .95 
Social Risk Perception (THE LIFE) 
 
                2               .49* 
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Table ‎10.10 Item-total Correlations of Moral Courage 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
2MC. confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act .653 .562 
1MC. confront my peers if they commit an unethical act .588 .646 
3MC. always state my views about ethical issues to my leaders .487 .757 
 
Table ‎10.11 Item-total Correlations of Moral Ownership 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
2MO. not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically .488 .553 
3MO. take charge to address ethical issues when I know someone has done 
something wrong 
.477 .567 
1MO. assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical act .462 .587 
 
Table ‎10.12 Item-total Correlations of Moral Efficacy 
Items Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Cronbach’s‎Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
5ME. determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical dilemmas ..614 .748 
4ME. take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision .620 .745 
3ME. work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes ..586 .756 
2ME. readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I face .528 .774 
1ME. confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue .546 .769 
 
10.2.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis CFA 
In this study, a CFA was used to assess the matching between the factor structure with the 
pattern of loading and the actual data. Since this thesis plans to test the final model of the 
relationship between religiosity and psychological and social risk perception, a positive CFA 
result supports the overall theoretical perspective of this thesis. Using a maximum likelihood 
estimation procedure in the AMOS 21 software, several CFA tests were conducted for 
religiosity measures, risk perception measures, moral potency measures and the full 
measurement model. The reason for conducting a second CFA for religiosity and risk is that 
the data set is different in this study, which means confirmation of the model fit is needed. 
10.2.3.1 Religiosity constructs Study Two 
 The CFA results of the religiosity factors are presented in Table ‎10.13. As it was in 
Study One, the religiosity measurement model (Figure ‎10.1) appears to have an adequate fit 
with an issue with χ²/df, which over 3.0: χ² = 583.926; df = 74; χ²/df =7.8; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 
.92; IFI = .92; and RMSEA = .05. All the factor loadings, ranging from .365 to .752 were 
significant at p < .01 level and this suggests that data passed the first convergent validity test. 
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All the correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from -.20 to .09, were 
less than .85, which support the discriminant validity of the constructs. Table ‎10.14 shows 
that there is a convergent validity problem with all of the constructs (AVE < 0.5), which 
means that there are items that do not really represent the construct. However, there was no 
problems related to discriminant validity because all MSV < AVE and ASV < AVE, which 
means that each construct is unique from the others. 
 
 
Figure ‎10-1 Measurement model of religiosity 
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Table ‎10.13 CFA results for religiosity measures Study Two 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran 
study group rather than a social fellowship 
.486 f.p 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intrinsic-
S_Extrinsic: -.20 
Intrinsic-
P_Extrinsic: .09 
S_Extrinsic-
P_Extrinsic: .02 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the 
services at the mosque 
.456 16.467 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .529 17.952 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private 
religious thought and meditation 
.424 15.700 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .650 19.712 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole 
approach to life 
.561 18.505 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious 
beliefs in order to protect my social and economic interests 
.548 f.p 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more 
important things in my life 
.646 20.299 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious 
considerations influence my everyday affairs 
.581 19.488 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a 
moral life 
.461 17.020 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray .365 14.333 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and 
misfortune strike 
.449 f.p 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection .752 18.891 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life .752 18.887 
Model fit indices: χ² = 583.926, df = 74, χ²/df = 7.8, GFI = .97, CFI = 0.92, IFI = .92, RMSEA = .05, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level), Intrinsic = Intrinsic Religiosity, S_Extrinsic = Social 
Extrinsic Religiosity, P_Extrinisc = Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 
 
Table ‎10.14 Validity for religiosity constructs 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV S_Extrinsic Intrinsic P_Extrinsic 
S_Extrinsic 0.650 0.280 0.250 0.128 0.529 
  
Intrinsic 0.702 0.273 0.250 0.171 -0.500 0.523 
 
P_Extrinsic 0.650 0.444 0.092 0.049 0.073 0.303 0.666 
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10.2.3.2 Risk perception constructs, Study Two  
For both fictional scenarios (FM and TL), the non-factorability of social risk perception 
construct at the assessment of EFA significantly affected the CFA results of the risk 
perception factors. This result, as in Study One, supports the decision of treating social risk 
perception as a single item construct. The measurement model appears to have fit problems: 
χ² = 211.873; df = 4; χ²/df = 52.97 > 3.0; GFI = 0.97; CFI = .97; IFI = .97; and RMSEA = 
.136 > .08. The correlation coefficient between psychological risk perception and social risk 
perception was -.017, which is less than .85 supporting the discriminant validity of the 
constructs (see Table ‎10.15). Table ‎10.16 shows that there is a high level of convergent 
validity in psychological risk perception (AVE > .5); while there is a convergent validity 
problem with social risk perception (AVE < 0.5). Again, there were no problems related to 
discriminant validity because all MSV < AVE and ASV < AVE, which means that each 
construct is unique from the others. 
Table ‎10.15 CFA results for risk perception, Study Two 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlatio
n 
1PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.832 f.p 
 
 
 
 
Sych_Risk-
Social_Risk
: -.017 
2PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.981 68.362 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
.889 61.626 
4SR. If I use FRIEND MAKER, I think I would be held in higher esteem 
by my associates at work 
19.360 f.p 
5SR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
.015 1.547 
Model fit indices: χ² = 102.234, df = 4, χ²/df = 25.56, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.96, IFI = .96, RMSEA = .164, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level) problematic with social risk, Psyc_Risk = Psychological 
Risk Perception, Social_Risk = Social Risk Perception 
 
Table ‎10.16 Validity for risk perception, Study Two 
 
 
 
  
 
CR AVE MSV ASV 
Psyc_FM 0.932 0.821 0.292 0.109 
Social_FM 0.481 0.359 0.292 0.088 
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10.2.3.3 Moral potency constructs 
The CFA results of the moral potency factors are presented in Table ‎10.18. The model in 
Figure ‎10.2 appears to have an adequate fit but an issue with χ²/df, which is over 3.0: χ² = 
526.962; df = 41; χ²/df = 12.85; GFI = 0.97; CFI = .95; IFI = .95; and RMSEA = .06. This fit 
result was nearly the same as the result from the founders of moral potency concept Hannah 
and Avolio (2010) (see Table ‎10.17). All the factor loadings, ranging from .583 to .799 were 
significant at p < .01 level and this suggests that data passed the first convergent validity test. 
All the correlation coefficients between each pair of factors, ranging from .608 to .732, were 
less than .85, which supports the discriminant validity of the constructs. However, when 
using more stringent criteria, Table ‎10.19 shows that there is a convergent validity problem 
with moral ownership and moral efficacy (AVE < 0.5). Also, there were problems related to 
discriminant validity because all MSV > AVE for all constructs. That was due to the high 
correlations between the constructs, but in any case none of the correlations reached the limit 
of .85 as recommended by Kline (2005). 
Table ‎10.17 Comparing the fit indices of moral potency constructs with the result of model 
founders 
 χ² df NFI CFI SRMR 
(Hannah & Avolio, 
2010) 
n = 1286 
US Army soldiers 
 
723.73 
 
51 
 
.98 
 
.99 
 
.031 
 
This study 
n = 2802 
Muslim people 
 
526.962 
 
41 
 
.95 
 
.95 
 
.044 
 
Table ‎10.18 CFA result of the moral potency 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
1MC. confront my peers if they commit an unethical act .737 f.p  
 
 
 
 
MC with MO = .732 
MC with ME = .608 
MO with ME = .700 
2MC. confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act .799 35.180 
3MC. always state my views about ethical issues to my leaders .601 27.002 
1MO. assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical act .693 f.p 
2MO. not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically .583 23.990 
3MO. take charge to address ethical issues when I know someone has 
done something wrong 
.602 24.121 
1ME. confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue .651 f.p 
2ME. readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I 
face 
.587 26.070 
3ME. work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes .665 28.281 
4ME. take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision .719 29.067 
5ME. determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical 
dilemmas 
.703 28.608 
Model fit indices: χ² = 526.962, df = 41, χ²/df = 12.58, GFI = .97, CFI = 0.95, IFI = .95, RMSEA = .06, f.p., fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: 
Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
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Table ‎10.19 Validity of Moral Potency constructs 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV Moral Ownership Moral Courage 
Moral 
Efficacy 
Moral Ownership 0.660 0.394 0.536 0.513 0.628     
Moral Courage 0.758 0.514 0.536 0.453 0.732 0.717   
Moral Efficacy 0.799 0.444 0.490 0.430 0.700 0.608 0.667 
 
 
  
Figure ‎10-2 Measurment model of Moral Potency constructs 
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10.2.3.4 CFA for the full measurement model of Study Two 
The CFA results of all factors in the proposed measurement model in this study are 
presented in Table ‎10.20. The model in Figure ‎10.3 appears to have a sufficient fit: χ² = 
1675.040; df = 329; χ²/df = 5.09; GFI = 0.96; CFI = .95; IFI = .94; and RMSEA = .038. All 
the factor loadings, ranging from .362 to .979 were significant at p < .01 level, suggesting a 
positive result for the first test of convergent validity. All the correlation coefficients between 
each pair of factors, ranging from -.499 to .732, were less than .85, which supports the 
discriminant validity of the construct (Kline, 2005). However, in more stringent tests of 
validity, Table ‎10.21 shows that there were convergent validity problems with all religiosity 
constructs, moral ownership and moral efficacy (AVE < 0.5). Also, there were problems 
related to discriminant validity because MSV > AVE for intrinsic religiosity, moral courage, 
moral ownership and moral efficacy. That was due to the high correlations between the 
constructs, but none of the correlations reached the limit of .85. 
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Table ‎10.20 CFA result, full model, Study Two 
Items Factor Loading CR*** Correlation 
1MC. confront my peers if they commit an unethical act .737 f.p  
 
 
MC with MO = .732 
MC with ME = .608 
MC with Intrinsic = 
.446 
MC with S_Extrinsic = 
-.176 
MC with P-Extrinsic = 
.029 
MC with PsycRisk = 
.166 
MO with ME = .700 
MO with Intrinsic = 
.569 
MO with S_Extrinsic = 
-.197 
MO with P_Extrinsic = 
.123 
MO with PsychRisk = 
.250 
ME with Intrinsic = 
.468 
ME with S_Extrinsic = 
-.197 
Me with P_Extrinsic = 
.123 
ME with PsychRisk = 
.173 
Intrinsic with 
S_Extrinsic = -.499 
Intrinsic with 
P_Extrinsic = .302 
Intrinsic with 
PsycRisk = .360 
S_Extrinsic with 
P_Extrinsic = .072 
S_Extrinsic with 
PsychRisk = -.244 
PsychRisk with 
P_Extrinsic = .109 
2MC. confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act .800 35.311 
3MC. always state my views about ethical issues to my leaders .600 27.041 
1MO. assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical 
act 
.679 f.p 
2MO. not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically .597 24.589 
3MO. take charge to address ethical issues when I know someone 
has done something wrong 
.606 24.742 
1ME. confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue .649 f.p 
2ME. readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I 
face 
.587 26.093 
3ME. work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes .669 28.405 
4ME. take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision .717 28.668 
5ME. determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical 
dilemmas 
.703 28.668 
15n. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the 
services at the mosque 
.464 f.p 
12n. If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study 
group rather than a social fellowship 
.490 19.688 
11n. I read the literature and books about my faith .538 18.202 
8n. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private 
religious thought and meditation 
.429 15.897 
14n. I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life .649 19.688 
6n. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole 
approach to life 
.542 18.067 
7x. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious 
considerations influence my everyday affairs 
.583 f.p 
16x. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious 
beliefs in order to protect my social and economic interests 
.549 18.836 
17x. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more 
important things in my life 
.643 20.268 
13x. It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a 
moral life 
.463 18.138 
18x. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray .362 14.133 
10x. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and 
misfortune strike 
.449 f.p 
20x. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection .745 19.245 
19x. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life .758 18.273 
3PR. The thought of using FRIEND MAKER causes me to 
experience unnecessary tension 
.891 f.p 
2PR. The thought of using THE LIFE gives me a feeling of 
unwanted anxiety 
.979 81.636 
1PR. The thought of using THE LIFE will make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
.833 61.847 
Model fit indices: χ² = 1675.040, df = 329, χ²/df = 12.58, GFI = .96, CFI = 0.94, IFI = .94, RMSEA = .038, f.p., 
fixed parameter for estimation, CR***: Critical ratio (CR > 1.96: significant at 0.01 level). 
 
Table ‎10.21 validity of the full measurement model, Study Two 
 
CR AVE MSV ASV Psyc_Risk MC MO ME Intrinsic S_Extrinsic P_Extrinsic 
Psyc_Risk 0.930 0.815 0.130 0.054 0.903 
      
MC 0.759 0.515 0.530 0.193 0.166 0.718 
     
MO 0.661 0.395 0.530 0.245 0.250 0.728 0.628 
    
ME 0.799 0.444 0.490 0.194 0.173 0.608 0.700 0.667 
   
Intrinsic 0.690 0.274 0.324 0.202 0.360 0.446 0.569 0.468 0.523 
  
S_Extrinsic 0.653 0.280 0.249 0.070 -0.244 -0.176 -0.197 -0.197 -0.499 0.529 
 
P_Extrinsic 0.695 0.444 0.091 0.025 0.109 0.029 0.154 0.123 0.302 0.072 0.666 
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Figure ‎10-3 Measurement model for Study Two 
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10.2.4 Method bias 
Again, as in Study One, the one factor test by Harman (1976) was conducted by entering 
all the items into a principle components test with varimax rotation. The result shows that the 
first factor accounted for less than 10% of the variance. This is far less than the cut-off point 
of 50% confirming the non-existence of common method bias in this study. 
10.2.5 Measurement model Invariance tests 
In this study, data was collected from Muslims living in two different locales: Muslims in 
an Islamic society (Saudi Arabia) and Muslims in non-Muslim countries. Also, all 
participants were randomly assigned into four groups representing the four experimental 
conditions. Identically to Study One, an invariance test was needed before creating 
composites out the factor scores in CFA. This test will clarify that the factor structures are 
equivalent across different values of a multi-group.  
Similar to Study One, the CFA result of the analysis of the data from two locales, 
estimated freely, showed an adequate fit model: χ² = 2058.820; df = 658; χ²/df = 3.12; GFI = 
0.95; CFI = .94; IFI = .94; and RMSEA = .028. This acceptable fit means that there is a 
configurable invariance, which means the two groups are roughly equivalent with regards to 
the factor structure. To confirm this finding a χ² difference test was conducted after 
constraining the model. The result confirmed the invariance because the (p-value = 1.000 > 
.05) was insignificant. This means that the data met the metric invariance tests and composite 
variables can be made out of these factor scores to conduct the path analysis and test the 
relationships between variables.  
For the four groups of conditions, the CFA result, estimated freely, showed an adequate 
fit model: χ² = 2887.662; df = 1316; χ²/df = 2.19; GFI = 0.93; CFI = .94; IFI = .94; and 
RMSEA = .021. This acceptable fit means that there is a configurable invariance, which 
means the four groups are equivalent with regards to the factor structure. To confirm this 
finding a χ² difference test was conducted after constraining the model. Also, as in Study 
One, the result confirmed that the four groups are different at the measurement model level 
(p-value = .002 < .05). This means that there is a need to check the path differences between 
the four groups in the structural models. To do so, these experimental conditions would be 
added as control variables when conducting the moderation regression analysis and multi-
groups moderation to be conducted during the application of SEM. Also, an analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) should be conducted to compare the mean scores in each variable across 
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the four groups. The following section will be the main analyses of this study starting with 
making the composite scores. 
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10.3 Composite 
Composite scores were accordingly generated for each of the study variables in the light 
of the findings of the EFA and CFA. The basic descriptive statistics for the variables in this 
study are summarised in Table ‎10.22. All of the variables are significantly inter-correlated 
with all other variables. 
Table ‎10.22 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for composite variables in Study 
Two 
Variables      M    SD 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6 
 
7 
1 Intrinsic Religiosity  4.06 0.67 
     
  
2 Social Extrinsic Religiosity  2.08 0.82 -.290** 
    
  
3 Personal Extrinsic Religiosity 4.20 0.93 .237** .077** 
   
  
4 Moral Courage 3.70 .85 .326** -.130** .041*   
  
5 Moral Ownership 4.09 .77 .384** -.122** .122** .525**  
  
6 Moral Efficacy 3.87 .76 .342** -.130** .103** .496** .509** 
  
7 Psychological Risk Perception 3.30 1.36 .313** -.191** .109** .148** .215** 
 
.165** 
 
8 Social Risk Perception  4.88 .469 .289** -.160** .196** .117** .167** 
 
.102** 
 
.101** 
 
10.4 Comparisons across the Experimental Conditions, Study Two 
As indicated in Table ‎10.23, the four groups significantly differ from each other in their 
scores across intrinsic religiosity, social extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk 
perception in the dancing school scenarios (THE LIFE). According to the ANOVA result and 
the invariance test of the measurement model in section (10.2.5), the main moderation 
analysis would be done considering the four experimental conditions as control variables in 
the regression-based analysis. After that, multi-group moderation analysis by structural 
equation modelling would help to specify which groups account for the differences among 
the four conditions. 
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Table ‎10.23 ANOVA Mean Score Comparisons across the Experimental Conditions in 
Study Two 
 Conditions 
  
 
Unpopular with 
No warning 
(n = 686) 
Popular with No 
warning 
(n = 683) 
Warning with 
Unpopular 
(n = 726) 
Warning with 
popular 
(n = 707) 
  
 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
F p value 
Intrinsic Religiosity  4.11 .66 3.40 .70 4.07 .67 4.06 .67 3.55 .014** 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity  
2.03 .79 2.05 .85 2.09 .80 2.15 .82 2.90 .034** 
Personal Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
4.25 .91 4.16 .93 4.22 .93 4.17 .93 1.23 .297 
Moral Courage 3.74 .84 3.69 .82 3.71 .86 3.68 .87 .80 .492 
Moral Ownership 4.11 .74 4.07 .77 4.09 .78 4.06 .79 .76 .518 
Moral Efficacy 3.92 .71 3.83 .77 3.86 .81 3.87 .73 1.49 .215 
Psychological Risk 
Perception 
FRIEND MAKER 
3.31 1.31 3.32 1.30 3.23 1.44 3.33 1.38 .97 .407 
Social Risk 
Perception 
FRIEND MAKER 
2.24 1.25 2.21 1.23 2.12 1.28 2.18 1.27 1.37 .249 
Psychological Risk 
Perception 
THE LIFE 
3.48 1.42 3.33 1.47 3.56 1.46 3.53 1.44 3.69 .011** 
Social Risk 
Perception 
THE LIFE 
2.28 1.45 2.20 1.32 2.33 1.45 2.25 1.41 1.15 .329 
 
10.5 Moderation analysis 
In Study One, in both the FRIEND MAKER (FM) and THE LIFE (TL) scenarios, the 
significant direct relationships were confirmed between intrinsic religiosity, social extrinsic 
religiosity and psychological and social risk perceptions. The direct impacts of personal 
extrinsic religiosity on psychological and social risk were not significantly confirmed. In this 
study the impact of the interactions between each of moral courage, moral ownership and 
moral efficacy with each of the three components of religiosity on psychological and social 
risk were tested.  
Before the analysis, using SPSS 21, interactions were created using mean-centred 
techniques. After that, separate moderation regression analyses were conducted for 
interaction on each relationship. Again, as in Study One, all analyses were done twice, on 
SPSS (regression) and AMOS (SEM). The results of SEM were reported due to the 
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sensitivity and accuracy of the tool. Tables of regression results will be available at the end of 
each section to highlight the differences between the two tools when conducting moderation 
analysis. Gender, place and the experimental conditions were entered as control variables. 
Age and level of education were not entered because of the large variance between the groups 
in terms of the number of participants. Simple slope analyses were conducted for each 
significant moderation effect. Lastly, based on the significance results of the control 
variables’ impact on each relationship, multi-group analyses were conducted for each model 
using a z-score of critical ration matrix through AMOS. 
10.5.1 Moderation effects on the relationships between intrinsic religiosity (I) and 
psychological and social risk perception  
For the direct relationships, fit indices revealed fit models in all scenarios (see 
Table ‎10.24). Intrinsic religiosity significantly impacted consumers’ psychological risk 
perception in both the FM and TL scenarios (FM β = .23, p < .05, R2 = .135; TL β = .30, 
p < .05, R2 = .158). Intrinsic religiosity also had a significant impact on consumers’ social risk 
perception in both scenarios (FM β = .09, p < .05, R2 = .017; TL β = .11, p < .05, R2 = .024). 
After conducting the moderation analysis in AMOS 21 and the simple slope analysis, moral 
courage, moral ownership and moral efficacy significantly strengthened the positive 
relationship between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception in both FM and 
TL scenarios. For the moderation effects on the positive relationship between intrinsic 
religiosity and social risk perception, moral courage significantly strengthened this positive 
relationship only for the dancing school TL scenarios. 
All direct relationships were not significantly different based on genders. However, when 
it comes to the moderation effects, the multi-group analysis, using a z-score of critical ration 
matrix in AMOS, showed that the significant moderation effects of moral potency 
components on the relationship of intrinsic religiosity with psychological risk perception 
became stronger with male consumers than with female consumers. This happened only in 
the FM scenarios (z-scores = -2.26, -1.02, 1.75; all p < .05) not the TL scenarios (z-scores = -
.08, -.498, .123; all p >.05) (see Table ‎10.24). Also, the significant moderation effect of moral 
courage on the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and social risk perception for TL 
scenarios was only effective on male consumers, not the female consumers (z-score = -2.09, 
p < .001). 
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Table ‎10.24 SEM Moderation results with gender differences in the relationships between 
intrinsic religiosity and social and psychological risk perception 
IV DV Moderator Full Model Male Female z-score 
Est. p Est. p Est. P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .23 .000 .49 .000 .45 .000 -.46 
 Moral 
Courage 
.05 .005 .15 .000 .01 .783 -2.26** 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.05 .010 .16 .008 .07 .198 -1.02** 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.04 .018 .18 
 
 
.004 .03 .639 -1.75** 
Social Risk 
(FM) 
 .09 .000 .15 .012 .12 .034 -.37 
 Moral 
Courage 
-.02 .369 -.02 .529 -.05 .241 -.372 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.03 .111 .09 .142 .03 .536 -.71 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.03 .164 .13 
 
 
.033 -.03 .650 -1.90 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .30 .000 .53 .000 .68 .000 1.66 
 Moral 
Courage 
.09 .000 .20 .000 .20 .001 -.08 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.06 .001 .16 .006 .12 .004 -.498 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.07 .000 .17 
 
 
.006 .18 .004 .123 
Social Risk 
(TL) 
 .11 .000 .20 .005 .10 .005 -.27 
 Moral 
Courage 
.04 .022 .18 .005 .00 .99 -2.09** 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.02 .442 .11 .115 -.03 .625 -1.53 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.01 .477 .06 .394 -.01 .816 -.81 
***P-value < .001, **p-value < .05 
 
For the differences among the four experimental conditions, the multi-group analysis, 
using a z-score of critical ration matrix in AMOS, showed some significant differences only 
in the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception and not with 
the social risk perception. These differences are explained in the following points: 
1- In the case of the social website FM, when the product was unpopular and there was 
no warning from religious scholar, the positive relationship between intrinsic 
religiosity and psychological risk became stronger than the popular product that did 
not receive any warning from religious scholars as well (z-score = -2.10, p < .05). The 
150 
 
same direction of the relationship was recorded for the dancing school TL but the z-
score was not significant (Table ‎10.25). 
2- In both scenarios, FM and TL, unpopular products that received criticism and 
warnings from religious scholars showed a stronger impact of intrinsic religiosity on 
psychological risk perception than unpopular products that never received warnings 
from religious scholars (FM z-score = 2.17, p < .05; TL z-score = 2.38, p < .05). As a 
result the R2 level went up significantly when an unpopular product received warning 
from religious scholars (FM R2 went from .135 to .192; TL R2 went from .158 to .191) 
(Table ‎10.26).  
3- In both the FM and TL scenarios, unpopular products that received warnings from 
religious scholars showed stronger significant impact of intrinsic religiosity on 
psychological risk perception than popular services with no warnings from religious 
scholars (FM z-score = 4.22, p < .001; TL 3.02, p < .001) (Table ‎10.28). However, 
moral courage showed significant moderation impact on this relationship only when 
the service was popular with no warning from religious scholar.  
4- In the FM scenario, popular products that received warnings from religious scholars 
had a stronger impact of intrinsic religiosity on psychological risk perception than the 
popular services without religious scholars’ warnings (z-score = 2.70, p < .001). In TL 
scenarios the same differences were recorded but the z-score was not significant 
(Table ‎10.29). 
5- Moral courage had a significant moderation effect on the relationship when the 
product was popular in both warning and no warning cases. However, this moderation 
variable did not result in stronger relationships than other groups. 
Table ‎10.25 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Popular X No 
warning) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Unpopular X No Warning Popular X No Warning z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .44 .000 .20 .018 -2.10** 
Moral Courage .05 .580 .31 .003 1.78 
Moral Ownership .15 .199 .03 .769 -.76 
Moral Efficacy -.05 
 
.609 -.09 .422 -.21 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .56 .000 .48 .000 -.65 
Moral Courage .05 .625 .33 .003 1.85 
Moral Ownership -.04 .745 -.01 .904 1.6 
Moral Efficacy .22 
 
.050 -.04 
 
.764 -1.58 
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Table ‎10.26 Differences when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .44 .000 .70 .000 2.17** 
Moral Courage .05 .580 -.003 .980 -.40 
Moral Ownership .15 .199 -.11 .356 -1.55 
Moral Efficacy -.05 
 
.609 .03 .774 .56 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .56 .000 .85 .000 2.38** 
Moral Courage .05 .625 .08 .427 .20 
Moral Ownership -.04 .745 .07 .582 .62 
Moral Efficacy .22 
 
.050 .11 .301 -.70 
 
Table ‎10.27 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .44 .000 .51 .000 .62 
Moral Courage .05 .580 .11 .031 1.23 
Moral Ownership .15 .199 -.07 .494 -1.42 
Moral Efficacy -.05 
 
.609 .11 .345 1.04 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .56 .000 .68 .000 .99 
Moral Courage .05 .625 .23 .030 1.19 
Moral Ownership -.04 .745 -.05 .633 -.05 
Moral Efficacy .22 
 
.050 .03 .798 -1.18 
  
Table ‎10.28 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Popular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .20 .018 .70 .000 4.22*** 
Moral Courage .31 .003 -.003 .980 -2.11** 
Moral Ownership .03 .769 -.11 .356 -.90 
Moral Efficacy -.09 
 
.422 .03 .774 .764 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .47 .000 .85 .000 3.02*** 
Moral Courage .33 .003 .08 .427 -1.75** 
Moral Ownership -.01 .904 .07 .582 .482 
Moral Efficacy -.04 
 
.764 .11 .301 .923 
 
Table ‎10.29 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Popular X No warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .20 .018 .51 .000 2.70*** 
Moral Courage .31 .003 .23 .031 -.51 
Moral Ownership .03 .769 -.07 .494 -.69 
Moral Efficacy -.09 
 
.422 .11 .345 1.24 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .47 .000 .68 .000 1.65 
Moral Courage .33 .003 .23 .033 -.69 
Moral Ownership -.01 .904 -.05 .663 -.23 
Moral Efficacy -.04 
 
.764 .03 .798 .39 
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Table ‎10.30 Difference when Comparing (Warning X Unpopular) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk Perception 
IV DV Moderator Warning X Unpopular Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .70 .000 .51 .000 -1.57 
Moral Courage -.003 .980 .23 .031 1.58 
Moral Ownership -.11 .356 -.07 .494 .28 
Moral Efficacy .03 .774 .11 .345 .489 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .85 .000 .68 .000 -1.45 
Moral Courage .08 .427 .23 .033 1.00 
Moral Ownership .07 .582 -.05 .663 -.73 
Moral Efficacy .11 .301 .03 .798 -.52 
 
Table ‎10.31, Figure ‎10.5 and Figure ‎10.4 summarise the results of the impacts of intrinsic 
religiosity on the perceived social and psychological risk. All direct relationships were 
positively significant. Gender showed no significant impact on the direct relationships. 
Experimental conditions controlled only the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and 
psychological risk perception. All moderators significantly strengthened the relationship 
between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception in both the FM and TL 
scenarios. These moderation effects were significantly different between genders only in the 
FM scenarios. With male consumers, moral courage significantly strengthened the 
relationship between intrinsic religiosity and social risk perception for TL scenarios (see the 
significant simple slopes results in Table ‎10.32). Table ‎10.33 and Table ‎10.34 include 
moderated regression results from SPSS, which were a bit dissimilar to what is reported here 
in terms of the significance of some interactions. Normally, regression provides more 
significant results than SEM due to the sensitivity and accuracy of SEM. 
Table ‎10.31 Summary of the relationship between Intrinsic Religiosity (I) and Psychological 
and Social Risk Perception with the moderation variables and controls 
 Direct on 
Psychological 
Risk 
Moderators  Direct on 
Social 
Risk 
Moderators 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
(FM) 
 
+ 
E control 
Strengthen 
G control 
 
Strengthen 
G control 
Strengthen 
G control 
+ No 
 
No No 
(TL) 
 
+ 
E control 
Strengthen Strengthen 
 
Strengthen 
 
+ Strengthen 
G control 
 
No No 
FM = FRIEND MAKER, TL = THE LIFE, G = Gender, E = Experimental Conditions 
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Table ‎10.32 Plots of the significant interactions in relationships between intrinsic religiosity 
and psychological and social risk perceptions 
 Moderations 
 Moral Courage Moral Ownership Moral efficacy 
Psychological 
Risk 
FRIEND 
MAKER 
(FM) 
   
Social Risk 
FRIEND 
MAKER 
(FM) 
   
Social Risk 
THE LIFE 
(TL) 
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β
 =
 .
0
3
 
Non-significant Relationship 
Significant Relationship 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception 
 
Moral 
Courage  
Moral 
Ownership  
Moral 
Efficacy  
Figure ‎10-5 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between intrinsic 
religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
 Intrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception 
 
Moral 
Courage  
Moral 
Ownership  
Moral 
Efficacy  
Figure ‎10-4 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between intrinsic 
religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (THE LIFE) 
β
 =
 .
0
1
 
Non-significant Relationship 
Significant Relationship 
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Table ‎10.33 Moderated Regression Results for Intrinsic Religiosity (I) and Psychological 
Risk Perception 
 
  
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .135 55.6 6 .000 
Gender  .13 .05 2.67 .008     
Place  .04 .06 .55 .579     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .02 .02 .988     
 I Religiosity .62 .04 16.1 .000     
 Moral Courage .09 .03 2.88 .004     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.14 .04 3.53 .000     
      .135 58.8 6 .000 
Gender  .13 .05 2.52 .012     
Place  .02 .06 .35 .724     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .02 .14 .893     
 I Religiosity .56 .04 14.3 .000     
 Moral Ownership .21 .04 6.01 .000     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.09 .04 2.20 .028     
      .135 54.7 6 .000 
Gender  .13 .05 2.67 .008     
Place  .03 .06 .47 .639     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .02 .08 .939     
 I Religiosity .60 .04 15.4 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .13 .04 3.67 .000     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.08 .04 1.74 .082     
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .153 85.46 6 .000 
Gender  -.35 .05 -6.8 .000     
Place  .08 .07 1.92 .199     
Experimental Conditions  .04 .02 1.92 .055     
 I Religiosity .08 .04 19.3 .000     
 Moral Courage .03 .03 .81 .416     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.17 .04 3.97 .000     
      .153 85.1 6 .000 
Gender  -.35 .05 -6.9 .000     
Place  .08 .07 1.15 .250     
Experimental Conditions  .05 .02 2.04 .041     
 I Religiosity .72 .04 17.8 .000     
 Moral Ownership .12 .04 3.36 .001     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.10 .04 2.37 .018     
      .151 84.1 6 .000 
Gender  -.36 .05 -6.9 .000     
Place  .09 .07 1.30 .197     
Experimental Conditions  .05 .02 1.98 .048     
 I Religiosity .77 .04 19.4 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .00 .04 .08 .934     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.14 .04 3.08 .002     
I = Intrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square 
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Table ‎10.34 Moderated Regression Results for Intrinsic Religiosity (I) and Social Risk 
Perception 
 
  
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Social Risk 
Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .017 8.98 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.8 .000     
Place  .07 .06 1.10 .270     
Experimental Conditions  -.03 .02 -1.5 .146     
 I Religiosity .12 .04 3.15 .002     
 Moral Courage -.04 .03 -1.2 .241     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.10 .04 2.67 .008     
      .017 8.25 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.8 .000     
Place  .07 .06 1.09 .278     
Experimental Conditions  -.03 .02 -1.3 .170     
 I Religiosity .11 .04 2.78 .006     
 Moral Ownership -.01 .03 -.11 .916     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.08 .04 2.05 .041     
      .017 8.16 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.7 .000     
Place  .06 .06 1.03 .301     
Experimental Conditions  -.02 .02 -1.3 .169     
 I Religiosity .10 .04 2.60 .009     
 Moral Efficacy .01 .03 .18 .857     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.08 .04 1.98 .048     
Social Risk 
Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .024 12.7 6 .000 
Gender  -.39 .05 -7.1 .000     
Place  .11 .07 1.59 .112     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .17 .145     
 I Religiosity .17 .04 15.9 .000     
 Moral Courage -.05 .03 -1.5 .145     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.12 .04 2.66 .008     
      .024 11.4 6 .000 
Gender  -.38 .05 -7.1 .000     
Place  .12 .07 1.57 .117     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .24 .808     
 I Religiosity .15 .04 3.48 .001     
 Moral Ownership -.02 .04 -.53 .596     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.05 .05 1.13 .255     
      .024 11.5 6 .000 
Gender  -.38 .05 -7.1 .000     
Place  .11 .07 1.57 .116     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .234 .815     
 I Religiosity .15 .04 3.64 .000     
 Moral Efficacy -.04 .04 -1.1 .267     
 I Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.05 .05 1.09 .276     
I = Intrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square 
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10.5.2 Moderation effects on the relationships between social extrinsic religiosity (SE) 
and psychological and social risk perception 
For the direct relationships, social extrinsic religiosity has a significant negative 
relationship with consumers’ psychological risk perception in the cases of both the FM and 
TL scenarios (FM β = -.12, p < .001, R2 = .135; TL β = -.18, p < .001, R2 = .158). On the other 
hand, social extrinsic religiosity has a significant positive relationship with consumers’ social 
risk perception in both scenarios (FM β = .17, p < .001, R2 = .017; TL β = .12, p < .001, R2 = 
.024). After conducting the moderation analysis in AMOS 21 and the simple slope analysis, 
moral courage, moral ownership and moral efficacy have shown no significant moderation 
effects on the relationships between social extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social 
risk in all cases. 
In addition, there was no significant difference between genders at the direct relationships 
or at the moderation effects (see Table ‎10.35). For the four groups of experimental 
conditions, there were no significant differences between the groups except for one case. 
Results in Table ‎10.37 confirm that in the FM scenarios, when the service was unpopular and 
received warning from religious scholars, the positive relationship between social extrinsic 
religiosity and social risk perception was stronger than when the service was unpopular and 
not receiving criticism from religious scholars (See also Tables from Table ‎10.36 to 
Table ‎10.41). 
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Table ‎10.35 SEM Moderation results with Gender differences in the relationships between 
Social Extrinsic Religiosity and social and psychological risk perception 
IV DV Moderator Full Model Male Female z-score 
Est. p Est. p Est. P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Social 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 -.12 .000 -.15 .000 -.24 .000 -1.53 
 Moral 
Courage 
-.11 .618 -.09 .088 .06 .369 1.79 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.004 .859 .02 .809 .01 .863 -.04 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.02 .317 .10 
 
 
.121 .06 .306 .193 
Social Risk 
(FM) 
 .17 .000 .25 .000 .24 .000 -.09 
 Moral 
Courage 
-.01 .849 -.03 .607 .02 .753 .58 
 Moral 
Ownership 
-.01 .847 -.01 .849 -.001 .982 .12 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.03 .191 .05 
 
.469 .063 .306 .19 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 -.18 .000 .52 .000 .65 .000 1.45 
 Moral 
Courage 
.01 .587 .01 .846 .04 .587 .30 
 Moral 
Ownership 
-.02 .362 -.05 .428 -.03 .729 .28 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.004 .858 .07 
 
.289 -.05 .446 -1.27 
Social Risk 
(TL) 
 .12 .000 .18 .010 .15 .011 -.31 
 Moral 
Courage 
.02 .423 .08 .209 -.01 .866 -1.01 
 Moral 
Ownership 
-.02 .936 -.11 .156 .11 .104 2.14** 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.03 .249 .06 .381 .06 .395 -.08 
***P-value < .01, **p-value < .05 
 
Table ‎10.36 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Popular X No 
warning) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Popular X No Warning z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.22 .000 -.18 .003 .50 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.29 .000 -.30 .000 -.18 
Social Risk (FM) .15 .024 .31 .000 -.18 
Social Risk (TL) .17 .033 .25 .000 .87 
 
Table ‎10.37 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.22 .000 -.22 .000 -.02 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.29 .000 -.36 .000 -.81 
Social Risk (FM) .15 .024 .33 .000 2.01** 
Social Risk (TL) .17 .033 .25 .000 .80 
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Table ‎10.38 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.22 .000 -.16 .008 .70 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.29 .000 -.32 .000 -.36 
Social Risk (FM) .15 .024 .22 .000 .82 
Social Risk (TL) .17 .033 .14 .032 -.24 
 
Table ‎10.39 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Popular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.18 .003 -.22 .000 -.52 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.30 .000 -.36 .000 -.65 
Social Risk (FM) .31 .000 .33 .000 .248 
Social Risk (TL) .25 .000 .25 .000 -.02 
 
Table ‎10.40 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Popular X No Warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.18 .003 -.16 .008 .21 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.30 .000 -.32 .000 -.18 
Social Risk (FM) .31 .000 .22 .000 -1.08 
Social Risk (TL) .25 .000 .14 .032 -1.23 
 
Table ‎10.41 Difference when Comparing (Warning X Unpopular) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Warning X Unpopular Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Social Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.22 .000 -.16 .008 .73 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.36 .000 -.20 .000 .50 
Social Risk (FM) .33 .000 .22 .000 -1.29 
Social Risk (TL) .25 .000 .14 .000 -1.13 
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Table ‎10.42, Figure ‎10.6 and Figure ‎10.7 summarise the results of the impacts of social 
extrinsic religiosity on the perceived social and psychological risk. All direct relationships 
were significant in the proposed directions. Gender showed no significant impact on the 
direct relationships. Experimental conditions controlled only the relationship between 
intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception in one FRIEND MAKER scenario, 
which is (unpopular, no warning vs. warning, unpopular). All moderators did not 
significantly affect the relationship between social extrinsic religiosity and perceived 
psychological and social risk in both the FM and TL scenarios. Table ‎10.43 and Table ‎10.44 
include moderated regression results from SPSS, which were a bit dissimilar to what is 
reported here in terms of the significance of some interactions. 
Table ‎10.42 Summary of the relationship between Social Extrinsic Religiosity (SE) and 
Psychological and Social Risk Perception with the moderation variables and controls 
 Direct on 
Psychological 
Risk 
Moderators  Direct on 
Social 
Risk 
Moderators 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
(FM) 
 
+ 
E control 
No 
 
No No + No 
 
No No 
(TL) 
 
+ 
 
No No 
 
No 
 
+ No 
 
No No 
FM = FRIEND MAKER, TL = THE LIFE, G = Gender, E = Experimental Conditions 
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Psychological 
Risk 
Perception  
Social 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception  
Moral 
Courage  
Moral 
Ownership  
Moral 
Efficacy  
Psychological 
Risk 
Perception  
Social 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception  
Moral 
Courage  
Moral 
Ownership  
Moral 
Efficacy  
Figure ‎10-6 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between Social 
 religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (FRIEND MAKER) Extrinsic
Figure ‎10-7 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between Social 
Extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (THE LIFE) 
β
 =
 .
0
3
 
β
 =
 .
0
3
 
Non-significant Relationship 
Non-significant Relationship 
Significant Relationship 
Significant Relationship 
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Table ‎10.43 Moderated Regression Results for Social Extrinsic Religiosity (SE) and 
Psychological Risk Perception 
 
 
  
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .051 26.3 6 .000 
Gender  .60 .05 1.16 .246     
Place  .04 .07 .67 .503     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .46 .647     
 SE Religiosity -.29 .03 -9.4 .000     
 Moral Courage .20 .03 6.62 .000     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.06 .03 1.64 .101     
      .074 38.2 6 .000 
Gender  .06 .05 1.08 .279     
Place  .02 .07 .29 .770     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .46 .646     
 SE Religiosity -.27 .03 -9.2 .000     
 Moral Ownership .34 .03 10.3 .000     
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
× Moral Ownership 
.08 .04 2.12 .034     
      .075 29.5 6 .000 
Gender  .06 .05 1.26 .209     
Place  .04 .07 .54 .587     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .41 .679     
 SE Religiosity -.29 .03 -9.3 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .25 .03 7.48 .000     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.09 .04 2.53 .012     
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .153 85.4 6 .000 
Gender  -.43 .05 -8.5 .000     
Place  .09 .07 1.29 .196     
Experimental Conditions  .06 .02 2.54 .011     
 SE Religiosity -.46 .03 -14 .000     
 Moral Courage .153 .03 4.94 .000     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.06 .04 1.79 .074     
      .119 64 6 .000 
Gender  -.45 .05 -8.6 .000     
Place  .07 .07 .96 .336     
Experimental Conditions  .06 .02 2.58 .010     
 SE Religiosity -.44 .03 -14 .000     
 Moral Ownership .28 .03 8.42 .000     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.05 .04 1.199 .231     
      .103 54.7 6 .000 
Gender  -.45 .05 -8.5 .000     
Place  .08 .07 1.25 .211     
Experimental Conditions  .09 .02 2.05 .012     
 SE Religiosity -.46 .03 -14.3 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .15 .03 4.42 .000     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.07 .04 1.71 .087     
SE = Social Extrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square 
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Table ‎10.44 Moderated Regression Results for Social Extrinsic Religiosity (SE) and Social 
Risk Perception 
 
  
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Social Risk 
Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .035 17.7 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.9 .000     
Place  .09 .06 1.5 .128     
Experimental Conditions  -.04 .02 -1.8 .065     
 SE Religiosity .23 .03 8.01 .000     
 Moral Courage .02 .03 .59 .555     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.03 .03 1.07 .283     
      .035 18.1 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.9 .000     
Place  .09 .06 1.43 .150     
Experimental Conditions  -.04 .02 -1.8 .063     
 SE Religiosity .23 .03 8.15 .000     
 Moral Ownership .04 .03 1.38 .168     
 Intrinsic Religiosity 
× Moral Ownership 
.05 .04 1.32 .186     
      .037 18.8 6 .000 
Gender  -.28 .05 -5.9 .000     
Place  .09 .06 1.44 .149     
Experimental Conditions  -.04 .02 -1.9 .064     
 SE Religiosity .23 .03 .15 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .05 .03 1.74 .081     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.07 .04 2.06 .040     
Social Risk 
Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .029 14.9 6 .000 
Gender  -.40 .05 -7.3 .000     
Place  .134 .07 1.94 .052     
Experimental Conditions  -.01 .02 -.08 .936     
 SE Religiosity .17 .03 5.11 .000     
 Moral Courage .01 .03 .12 .901     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.08 .04 2.30 .021     
      .029 14.8 6 .000 
Gender  -.40 .05 -7.3 .000     
Place  .13 .07 1.84 .066     
Experimental Conditions  -.01 .02 -.10 .917     
 SE Religiosity .17 .03 5.32 .000     
 Moral Ownership .04 .04 1.04 .298     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.08 .04 2.01 .044     
      .029 15.2 6 .000 
Gender  -.40 .05 -7.3 .000     
Place  .13 .07 1.90 .058     
Experimental Conditions  -.01 .02 -.09 .928     
 SE Religiosity .17 .03 5.18 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .02 .04 .42 .673     
 SE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.10 .04 2.62 .009     
SE = Social Extrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square 
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10.5.3 Moderation effects on the relationships between personal extrinsic religiosity 
(PE) and psychological and social risk perception 
For the direct relationships, unlike Study One, personal extrinsic religiosity significantly 
impacted consumers’ psychological risk perception in the cases of the FM, but not in TL (FM 
β = .05, p < .05; TL β = .03, p > .05). On the other hand, personal extrinsic religiosity had a 
significant impact on consumers’ social risk perception in both scenarios (FM β = .08, p < 
.001; TL β = .06, p < .001). After conducting the moderation analysis in AMOS 21 and the 
simple slope analysis, moral courage, moral ownership and moral efficacy were shown to 
have no significant moderation effects on the relationships between social extrinsic religiosity 
and psychological and social risk in both FM and TL. 
In addition, there was not a significant difference between genders at the direct 
relationships or at the moderation effects (see Table ‎10.45). However, for the four groups of 
experimental conditions, the positive relationship between personal extrinsic religiosity and 
the perceived psychological risk was confirmed only with popular FRIEND MAKER that 
does not receive any warning from religious scholars rather than a unpopular one that also 
does not receive warning (see Table ‎10.46). The positive relationship with the perceived 
social risk was only confirmed when the product is unpopular and receiving warning from 
religious scholars rather than the popular products that also receiving the same warning (see 
Table ‎10.51).  
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Table ‎10.45 SEM Moderation results with Gender differences in the relationships between 
Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and social and psychological risk perception 
IV DV Moderator Full Model Male Female z-score 
Est. p Est. p Est. P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological 
Risk (FM) 
 .05 .006 .04 .299 .08 .053 .79 
 Moral 
Courage 
-.007 .736 .01 .907 .00 .997 -.07 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.003 .906 -.06 .310 .03 .655 1.02 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.02 .349 .14 
 
 
.012 -.05 .399 -2.3** 
Social Risk 
(FM) 
 .08 .000 .15 .000 .09 .016 -.97 
 Moral 
Courage 
.002 .922 .02 .757 -.01 .816 .58 
 Moral 
Ownership 
-.03 .217 -.10 .075 -.01 .902 1.18 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.04 .125 .11 
 
.061 .02 .768 -1.12 
Psychological 
Risk (TL) 
 .03 .133 .11 .003 .03 .477 -1.37 
 Moral 
Courage 
.04 .101 .07 .177 .08 .225 .17 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.002 .916 .01 .930 -.03 .66 -.39 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.02 .295 .06 
 
.306 .03 .607 -.29 
Social Risk 
(TL) 
 .06 .000 .16 .000 .09 .030 -1.04 
 Moral 
Courage 
-.005 .841 -.03 .587 .01 .821 .533 
 Moral 
Ownership 
.01 .583 .04 .059 -.01 .923 -.46 
 Moral 
Efficacy 
.03 .203 .09 .188 .03 .618 -.64 
***P-value < .01, **p-value < .05 
 
Table ‎10.46 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Popular X No 
warning) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Popular X No Warning z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.004 .937 .15 .006 2.01** 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.03 .633 -.01 .817 .16 
Social Risk (FM) .08 .162 .12 .017 .644 
Social Risk (TL) .10 .119 .12 .029 .29 
 
Table ‎10.47 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.004 .937 .02 .035 1.57 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.03 .633 .11 .052 1.69 
Social Risk (FM) .08 .162 .17 .001 1.28 
Social Risk (TL) .10 .119 .13 .032 .375 
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Table ‎10.48 Difference when Comparing (Unpopular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Unpopular X No Warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) -.004 .937 .02 .695 .34 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.03 .633 .10 .078 1.56 
Social Risk (FM) .08 .162 .03 .629 -.66 
Social Risk (TL) .10 .119 .01 .852 -1.06 
 
Table ‎10.49 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Unpopular) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Popular X No Warning Warning X Unpopular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) .15 .006 .12 .035 -.42 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.01 .817 .11 .052 1.48 
Social Risk (FM) .12 .017 .17 .001 .66 
Social Risk (TL) .12 .029 .13 .032 .11 
 
Table ‎10.50 Difference when Comparing (Popular X No warning) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Popular X No Warning Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) .15 .006 .02 .695 -1.66 
Psychological Risk (TL) -.01 .817 .10 .078 1.35 
Social Risk (FM) .12 .017 .03 .629 -1.33 
Social Risk (TL) .12 .029 .01 .852 -1.36 
 
Table ‎10.51 Difference when Comparing (Warning X Unpopular) with (Warning X 
Popular) in the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity and Psychological Risk 
Perception 
IV DV Warning X Unpopular Warning X Popular z-score 
Est. p Est. P 
 
Personal 
Extrinsic 
Religiosity 
Psychological Risk (FM) .12 .035 .02 .695 -1.23 
Psychological Risk (TL) .11 .052 .10 .078 -.14 
Social Risk (FM) .17 .001 .03 .629 -1.96** 
Social Risk (TL) .13 .032 .01 .852 -1.41 
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Table ‎10.52, Figure ‎10.8 and Figure ‎10.9 summarise the results of the impacts of personal 
extrinsic religiosity on the perceived social and psychological risk. All direct relationships 
were significant in the proposed directions except the relationship with the perceived 
psychological risk in TL scenarios. Gender showed no significant impact on the direct 
relationships. Experimental conditions controlled the relationship with psychological risk 
perception in FRIEND MAKER conditions scenarios (unpopular x no warning vs. popular x 
no warning). Further, also in FRIEND MAKER, experimental conditions controlled the 
relationship with social risk (warning x unpopular vs. warning x popular). All moderators did 
not significantly affect the relationship between personal extrinsic religiosity and the 
perceived psychological and social risk in both FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE. 
Table ‎10.53 and Table ‎10.54 include moderated regression results from SPSS, which were a 
bit dissimilar to what is reported here in terms of the significance of some interactions. 
Table ‎10.52 Summary of the relationship between Personal Extrinsic Religiosity (PE) and 
Psychological and Social Risk Perception with the moderation variables and controls 
 Direct on 
Psychological 
Risk 
Moderators  Direct on 
Social 
Risk 
Moderators 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
Moral 
Courage 
Moral 
Ownership 
Moral 
Efficacy 
(FM) 
 
+ 
E control 
No 
 
No No + No 
 
No No 
(TL) 
 
NO 
 
No No 
 
No 
 
+ 
E control 
No 
 
No No 
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Perception  
Personal 
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Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception  
Moral 
Courage  
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Ownership  
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Figure ‎10-8 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between Personal 
Extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
Figure ‎10-9 Model of the moderations effects on the relationships between Personal 
Extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social risk perception (FRIEND MAKER) 
β
 =
 .
0
8
 
β
 =
 .
0
6
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Table ‎10.53 Moderate Regression Results for Personal Extrinsic Religiosity (PE) and 
Psychological Risk Perception 
 
 
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .031 15.9 6 .000 
Gender  .04 .05 .71 .480     
Place  .07 .07 1.01 .313     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .023 .09 .928     
 PE Religiosity .15 .03 5.40 .000     
 Moral Courage .23 .03 7.69 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
-.01 .03 -.40 .690     
      .051 26.3 6 .000 
Gender  .04 .05 .70 .486     
Place  .04 .07 .65 .515     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .02 .105 .917     
 PE Religiosity .12 . 03 4.41 .000     
 Moral Ownership .36 .03 10.9 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.01 .03 .15 .879     
      .034 17.7 6 .000 
Gender  .04 .05 .84 .399     
Place  .06 .07 .89 .374     
Experimental Conditions  .00 .02 .03 .974     
 PE Religiosity .13 .03 4.82 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .28 .03 8.33 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.01 .07 .17 .865     
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .050 25.4 6 .000 
Gender  -.46 .06 -8.4 .000     
Place  .12 .07 1.75 .080     
Experimental Conditions  .04 .02 1.83 .068     
 PE Religiosity .16 .03 5.40 .000     
 Moral Courage .20 .03 6.45 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.05 .03 1.54 .123     
      .064 32.9 6 .000 
Gender  -.47 .06 -8.6 .000     
Place  .10 .07 1.46 .144     
Experimental Conditions  .05 .02 1.89 .058     
 PE Religiosity .13 .03 4.61 .000     
 Moral Ownership .33 .04 9.38 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.03 .03 .94 .347     
      .046 23.4 3 .000 
Gender  -.47 .06 -8.5 .000     
Place  .12 .07 1.76 .079     
Experimental Conditions  .04 .02 1.80 .071     
 PE Religiosity .15 .03 5.05 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .20 .04 5.69 .000     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.04 .04 .99 .322     
           
PE = Personal Extrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square 
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Table ‎10.54 Moderate Regression Results for Personal Extrinsic Religiosity (PE) and Social 
Risk Perception 
 
  
Dependent 
Variables 
Control Variables Independent 
Variables 
β SE t p R2 F df p 
Social Risk 
Perception 
(FRIEND 
MAKER) 
      .028 14.5 6 .000 
Gender  -.33 .05 -6.8 .000     
Place  .07 .06 1.21 .227     
Experimental Conditions  -.03 .02 -1.3 .189     
 PE Religiosity .18 .03 6.89 .000     
 Moral Courage -.02 .03 -.71 .477     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.01 .03 .43 .670     
      .028 14.4 6 .000 
Gender  -.33 .05 -6.8 .000     
Place  .07 .06 1.20 .230     
Experimental Conditions  -.03 .02 -1.3 .196     
 PE Religiosity .18 .03 6.83 .000     
 Moral Ownership -.01 .03 -.34 .732     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
-.01 .03 -.04 .966     
      .029 14.9 6 .000 
Gender  -.32 .05 -6.7 .000     
Place  .07 .06 1.20 .232     
Experimental Conditions  -.03 .02 -1.3 .197     
 PE Religiosity .18 .03 6.82 .000     
 Moral Efficacy .01 .03 .12 .907     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.06 .03 1.68 .093     
Social Risk 
Perception 
(THE LIFE) 
      .030 15.4 6 .000 
Gender  -.44 .05 -8.1 .000     
Place  .12 .07 1.71 .088     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .278 .781     
 PE Religiosity .17 .03 5.94 .000     
 Moral Courage -.02 .03 -.70 .486     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Courage  
.03 .03 .93 .354     
      .030 15.6 6 .000 
Gender  -.43 .05 -8.0 .000     
Place  .115 .07 1.68 .094     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .23 .766     
 PE Religiosity .174 .03 6.01 .000     
 Moral Ownership -.01 .04 -.05 .959     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Ownership 
.06 .03 1.60 .111     
      .031 16.0 6 .000 
Gender  -.44 .05 -8.1 .000     
Place  .12 .07 1.76 .079     
Experimental Conditions  .01 .02 .30 .762     
 PE Religiosity .17 .03 5.96 .000     
 Moral Efficacy -.02 .04 -.69 .492     
 PE Religiosity × 
Moral Efficacy 
.08 .04 2.14 .033     
           
PE = Personal Extrinsic, β = Unstandardised Coefficients, R
2 
= Adjusted R Square. 
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10.6 Summary of the main analyses  
All significant paths were re-tested in one whole model. Fit indices in Table ‎10.55 
confirm the significance of the model. Compared to Study One, the level of explanation of 
perceived psychological and social risk by religiosity constructs is changed (see Table ‎10.56). 
The results reveal that all direct relationships are significantly confirmed as proposed except 
for the relationship between personal extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception in 
THE LIFE scenarios. This can be considered also as an improvement in the results of this 
study, because personal extrinsic religiosity did not show any significant impact in Study 
One. 
Table ‎10.55 Fit indices of the moderated model of the relationships between religiosity 
construct and the Perceived Psychological and Social Risk 
 χ² Df χ²/df GFI CFI IFI RMSEA 
FM 
 
208.149 52 4.002 .99 .99 .99 .033 
TL 222.935 52 4.287 .99 .99 .99 .034 
 
Table ‎10.56 Summary of level of explanations between studies One and Two 
 Study One Study Two 
Psychological Risk Social Risk Psychological Risk Social Risk 
 
 
R
2 
FM 
 
TL FM TL FM TL FM TL 
.120 
 
.120 .036 .036 .123 .173 .041 .028 
10.6.1 Answers of RQ2: What is the role of moral potency in the relationship between 
consumer religiosity and perceptions of psychological and social risk? 
All moral potency components significantly strengthened the positive relationship 
between intrinsic religiosity and the perceived psychological risk, which means hypothesis 
H7 is supported (see Figure ‎10.10). H8 was partially supported because moral courage 
significantly strengthened the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity and social 
risk perception for the male consumers in THE LIFE Scenarios. H9 and H12 were not 
supported due to the non-significant moderation effects on relationships between any of the 
two extrinsic religiosity constructs and the perceived psychological and social risk (see 
Table ‎10.57).  
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Table ‎10.57 Summary of the accepted and not accepted hypotheses of RQ2 (The moderation 
effect of moral potency) 
No. Hypotheses Significance 
H7 Moral potency moderates the relationship between intrinsic 
religiosity and consumer psychological risk perception. 
 
Accepted 
H8 Moral potency moderates the relationship between intrinsic 
religiosity and consumer social risk perception. 
  
Partially accepted (Only moral courage 
moderates the relationship) 
H9 Moral potency moderates the relationship between social extrinsic 
religiosity and consumer psychological risk perception. 
 
Not accepted 
H10 Moral potency moderates the relationship between social extrinsic 
religiosity and consumer social risk perception. 
 
Not Accepted 
H11 Moral potency moderates the relationship between personal 
extrinsic religiosity and consumer psychological risk perception. 
 
Not Accepted 
H12 Moral potency moderates the relationship between personal 
extrinsic religiosity and consumer social risk perception. 
Not Accepted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Psychological 
Risk Perception 
R2 = FM.123 
TL.173 
Intrinsic 
Religiosity  
Social Risk 
Perception  
R2 = FM .041 
TL.028  
Social 
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Figure ‎10-10 Overall model of the significant paths from Study Two 
Not-significant 
Significant 
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10.6.2 Answer of RQ3: Do religious scholars’ opinions have significant roles in the 
relationship between consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and 
social risk? 
The four groups of experimental conditions have some differences in this model as well 
(see Table ‎10.58). The multi-group analyses using a z-score of critical ration matrix showed 
that in general, the group that faced the scenarios of warning from religious scholars with an 
unpopular product recorded the strongest relationship between intrinsic religiosity and the 
perceived psychological risk. This means an acceptance of H13a. The same group also shows 
a slightly stronger relationship when linking the social and personal extrinsic religiosity to 
perceived social risk, but only in the social website, FM (see Table ‎10.59 and Table ‎10.60). 
This means a rejection of H13b, but we may argue that the impact of religious scholars’ 
opinion on social risk perception is deadening on the nature of the product. 
To reinforce the results that indicated the existence of some differences between the four 
groups in the relationships between consumer religiosity and risk perception, factorial 
between groups analyses of variances (ANOVA) were conducted. Results confirmed the 
significance of the interaction between the four groups and the intrinsic religiosity when 
psychological risk perception is the DV, F (59, 2717) = 1.40, p = .03, partial 𝑛2 = .029. On 
the other hand, results confirmed the non-significance of the interaction between the four 
groups and the intrinsic religiosity when social risk perception is the DV, F (59, 2717) = 
1.10, p = .28, partial 𝑛2 = .023. 
In addition, the results confirmed the non-significance of the interaction between the four 
groups and the social extrinsic religiosity when psychological risk perception is the DV, F 
(59, 2719) = 2.16, p = .11, partial 𝑛2 = .026. Also, results confirmed the non-significance of 
the interaction between the four groups and social extrinsic religiosity when social risk 
perception is the DV, F (59, 2719) = .823, p = .83, partial 𝑛2 = .018. Interactions between the 
four groups and personal extrinsic religiosity were not significant in the cases of 
psychological risk perception as DV, F (36, 2750) = 1.08, p = .38, partial 𝑛2 = .014, as well 
as when social risk perception as DV, F (36, 2750) = .691, p = .92, partial 𝑛2 = .009. 
Generally, results of the factorial between groups analyses indicate that the four experimental 
conditions become effective significantly only on psychological risk perception when 
consumers are intrinsically religious. This is aligned with the z-score results and strengthens 
the acceptance of H13a and the rejection of H13b. 
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Table ‎10.58 Summary of the significant and non-significant relationships at each of the four 
experimental conditions 
 I SE PE 
Psychological 
Risk 
Social Risk Psychological 
Risk 
Social Risk Psychological 
Risk 
Social Risk 
FM TL FM  TL FM TL FM TL FM TL FM TL 
Unpopular, 
No warning 
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ × × × × 
Popular, 
No warning 
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ × √ √ 
Warning, 
Unpopular 
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ × √ √ 
Warning, 
Popular 
√ √ √ √ √ √ √ √ × × × × 
I = Intrinsic Religiosity, SE = Social Extrinsic Religiosity, PE = Personal Extrinsic Religiosity, FM = FRIEND MAKER TL = THE LIFE,  
√ = significant, × = insignificant  
 
 
Table ‎10.59 Summary of the significant differences among the groups of experimental 
conditions 
IV DV Products Path Significant Difference Among Groups of Experimental Conditions 
I Psychological 
Risk 
FM + (Unpopular x No Warning) stronger than   (Popular x No Warning) 
(Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than   (Unpopular x No Warning) 
(Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than   (Popular x No Warning) 
(Warning x Popular)            stronger than   (Popular x No Warning)  
 
 TL + (Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than   (Unpopular x No Warning) 
(Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than   (Popular x No Warning)  
Social Risk FM 
 
+  
No significant differences 
  TL + 
 
SE Psychological 
Risk 
FM 
 
-  
No significant differences 
TL 
 
- 
Social Risk FM 
 
+ (Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than   (Unpopular x No Warning)  
TL 
 
+ Same as FM but not significant 
PE Psychological 
Risk 
FM 
 
+ (Popular x No warning)       stronger than   (Unpopular x No Warning) 
TL + 
 
No significance differences 
Social Risk FM 
 
+ (Warning x Unpopular)       stronger than    (Warning x Popular) 
TL 
 
+ No significant differences 
I = Intrinsic Religiosity, SE = Social Extrinsic Religiosity, PE = Personal Extrinsic Religiosity, FM = FRIEND MAKER TL = THE 
LIFE 
 
Table ‎10.60 Summary of the accepted and not accepted hypotheses of RQ3 (The religious 
scholars roles) 
No. Hypotheses Significance 
H13a Consumers’ perceived psychological risk of the adoption of 
‘religiously questionable products’ will be different based on the 
religious scholars’ opinions. 
 
Accepted 
H13b Consumers’ perceived social risk of the adoption of ‘religiously 
questionable products’ will be different based on the religious 
scholars’ opinions. 
Rejected 
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10.7 Cluster analysis 
TwoStep cluster analysis was performed with an automatic determination of number of 
clusters. At first, intrinsic religiosity, social extrinsic religiosity and personal extrinsic 
religiosity were placed as input variables and psychological risk perception (FRIEND 
MAKER) as output. Personal extrinsic religiosity was added here, which is different to Study 
One, because it did show significant impact on psychological risk in the FRIEND MAKER 
scenarios. However, the result of 4 clusters was not in the range of a good quality of 
clustering (see Figure ‎10.11). The analysis was re-done with the psychological risk in THE 
LIFE scenarios as output, but the same result was given (4 clusters and not good quality of 
separation). The solution, here, to reach a good quality of clustering is to use a fixed number 
of clusters. However, after performing several trials with different numbers of clusters, 
nothing reached a good quality. 
Therefore, as in Study One, personal extrinsic religiosity was excluded from the inputs. 
Also, as in Study One, the results separated the data into two clusters with good quality of 
separation (see Figure ‎10.12). Again, most of the participants here were in the first group, 
which is the group scoring mostly high in intrinsic religiosity and low in social extrinsic 
religiosity. However, unlike the previous study, this group contains 52.3% instead of the 61% 
found in Study One. In the FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE scenarios, the first groups, 
which were mostly high in intrinsic religiosity, showed high levels of psychological risk 
perception. On the other hand, the groups of mostly social extrinsic religiosity were in the 
low levels of perceived psychological risk (see Figure ‎10.13). 
Performing the analysis with the perceived social risk as output also resulted in two 
groups: a group with mostly high intrinsic religiosity and a group with mostly social extrinsic 
religiosity. However, the output, social risk perception, was always at the same levels 
regardless of the situation (see Figure ‎10.14). This is expected to be due to different reasons. 
First, both intrinsic and social extrinsic religiosities have a positive association with 
perceived risk. Second, the SEM result has shown that the effect of all religiosity constructs 
on perceived social risk is significant but at a very low level of explanation. This made it hard 
to see the differences in the effects between intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity when they are 
linked to social risk perception. 
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Figure ‎10-11 Quality of Separation between 
clusters in Study Two, automatic determination 
with three inputs 
Figure ‎10-12 Quality of Separation between 
clusters in Study Two, automatic determination 
with two inputs 
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Figure ‎10-13 Clusters comparison based on the output of the perceived psychological risk 
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Figure ‎10-14 Clusters comparison based on the output of the perceived social risk 
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10.8 Chapter summary 
In this chapter the results of Study Two were provided in detail. The aim of this study was 
to test the possible moral potency effects on the direct relationships between consumers’ 
religiosity and the perceived social and psychological risk (H7to H12). It also aimed to 
examine the role of religious scholars’ opinions on these relationships. The results section 
started by removing outliers. After that, the results of the assessments of measurement model 
were given starting with EFA for each concept (religiosity, moral potency and the perceived 
risk), scales reliability and the CFA for each concept as well, followed by CFA for the whole 
measurement model. Two invariance tests for the measurement model were given, one for the 
different locations of the participants and one for the different groups of experimental 
conditions.  
Subsequently, composite scores for each construct were created and then comparison 
between the four groups of experimental conditions using ANOVA was performed. 
Moderation analyses were performed using two different tools: regression-based on SPSS 
and SEM on AMOS. The results from the two tools were slightly different, but the SEM 
results were adopted due to the sensitivity of the tool which leads to more accurate results. 
However, regression results were helpful in indicating the importance of each control 
variable. Multi group analyses were performed to check the differences between control 
variables. The results led to accepting H7 and H13a. H8 and H13b were partly accepted. All 
the rest of hypotheses in this study were rejected. The following chapter will briefly discuss 
these results. 
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11 Chapter Eleven: Brief discussion of Study Two 
This chapter provides brief answers for RQ2 and RQ3 through discussion of the results of 
the hypotheses tests. It will firstly talk about the moderation effect, and then provide insights 
derived from the data from the two locales, Saudi Arabia and the West. After that, it will 
describe the influence of religious scholars on the model for the study. Aligning with the 
previous study, this study confirms the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity and 
the perceived psychological and social risks. It also confirms that there is a negative 
association between social extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception, while the 
association is positive with social risk perception. Unlike the previous study, personal 
extrinsic religiosity shows a significant positive association with psychological risk, but only 
in the case of the FRIEND MAKER scenario and not the THE LIFE scenario. On the other 
hand, it shows a significant positive association with social risk in both products. 
11.1 The moderation effect  
The explanation of the perceived psychological and social risk by religiosity was changed 
in this study compared to the previous one, especially in regards to psychological risk 
perception. Regardless of the level of significance of the moderation effects of the 
components of moral potency, the improvement in the level of explanation (i.e. R2) is 
meaningful with the inclusion of the moral potency constructs (see Table ‎10.56). Positioning 
a concept of religiosity with a concept of morality provides a clearer explanation of the 
impact of religiosity on an individual’s perceptions. This confirms the argument of the strong 
association between religion and morality (Geyer & Baumeister, 2005; Magill, 1992). On the 
other hand, it refutes the argument that says religious thought is based only upon the 
disclosure of religious authorities and is not connected to morality (Kohlberg, 1981). 
In terms of the moderation effect, the study shows that moral potency fully moderates the 
relationship between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception, and partially 
moderates the relationship with social risk perception. This study also shows that none of the 
moral potency components have a moderation effect on the relationships between the two 
constructs of extrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and social risk. These 
outcomes are not consistent with the all hypotheses of the study. However, this is not 
surprising because the literature has established that there is a reliable engagement between 
intrinsic religiosity and consumer moral beliefs. On the other hand, there is no role of 
extrinsic religiosity in consumer moral beliefs (Chen & Tang, 2012; Vitell et al., 2005, 2006; 
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Vitell et al., 2007). Also, Singhapakdi et al. (2013) indicated that the influence of intrinsic 
religiosity on ethical intentions is stronger in magnitude than the impact of extrinsic 
religiosity. Now, as an extension to what has been previously found, this study indicates that 
the interaction between moral potency and intrinsic religiosity is more effective than the 
interaction between moral potency and each of the two components of extrinsic religiosity: 
social and personal. 
11.2 Muslims in Muslim country and Muslims in non-Muslim countries 
All of the relationships were tested in two different locales, Saudi Arabia and Australia, 
Canada, New Zealand, the UK and the US. As has been confirmed in Study One, there is no 
significant difference between the two places in the model of the relationships between 
religiosity and perceived psychological and social risk with moral potency components as 
moderators. This confirmation was done using invariance tests for the measurement model 
and the structural model on AMOS as well as having ‘Place’ as a control variable in the 
moderation regression tests on SPSS. This finding aligns with Y. Choi et al. (2013) when 
they concluded that the impacts of religiosity on brand and store switching behaviours were 
not significantly dissimilar between Korean consumers and American consumers. Further 
discussion about the reasons for this insignificant difference between the two groups will be 
given in the general discussion in Chapter Twelve. 
11.3 Religious‎scholars’‎opinions‎and‎the‎perceived‎social and psychological 
risk 
The perceived risks were tested under four different experimental conditions (Unpopular, 
No warning; Popular, No Warning; Warning, No popular; Warning, Popular). Invariance 
tests on AMOS and analysis of variance ANOVA on SPSS confirmed the existence of some 
significant differences between the four groups. Specifically, the group of consumers who 
were confronted by unpopular products that receive some warning from religious scholars 
show the strongest positive association between intrinsic religiosity and perceived 
psychological risk. The group of consumers who were confronted by popular products that do 
not receive any warning from religious scholars show the weakest, but significant, association 
between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk perception.  
The negative association between social extrinsic religiosity and the perceived social risk 
becomes strongest when an unpopular product receives warning from religious scholars. 
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However, this difference was statistically significant only with the social website product and 
not with the dancing school. Because socially extrinsic people look for any social respect that 
they can get, the unpopularity of a product may lead them to be more concerned about what 
others will think about them when they use such a product. This kind of wariness becomes 
more pronounced when the unpopularity is associated with some warnings from religious 
scholars. However, this is not because of the high importance of religious scholars opinions 
among socially extrinsic religious people. It is because the warning from religious scholars 
about such a product might bring unwanted negative attention on them and they fear that this 
might lead to an increase in the negative perception of others about them. 
The positive association between personal extrinsic religiosity and psychological risk 
perception in the FRIEND MAKER product is only confirmed with two groups: when the 
product is popular and has not been the subject of any warning from religious scholars and 
when the product is unpopular and has been the subject of a warning from religious scholars. 
However, there was no significant difference between these two groups. In the THE LIFE 
product there was no significant association between the personal extrinsic and psychological 
risk groups at all. In terms of the association with the perceived social risk, it is confirmed for 
both the FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE scenarios. However, the association is confirmed 
only in two groups: the popular product that has not been the subject of any warning from 
religious scholars; and the unpopular product that has been the subject of a warning from 
religious scholars. The association is not confirmed when an unpopular product is not the 
subject of a warning from religious scholars; and when a popular product is the subject of a 
warning from religious scholars. These are difficult to interpret, especially the popular 
product that is not the subject of a warning from religious scholars scenario. However, 
because personally extrinsic religious people normally use religion for achieving protection 
and consolation (Laufer & Solomon, 2011), they have a high level of situational evaluation of 
any case, therefore, the possibility of having unexpected results from them is high. 
11.4 Chapter summary 
In summary, this study reveals that there is a positive association between intrinsic 
religiosity and the perceived psychological risk, while there is a negative association between 
social extrinsic religiosity and the perceived psychological risk. All of the religiosity aspects, 
intrinsic, social extrinsic and personal extrinsic, have a positive association with perceived 
social risk. The positive association between personal extrinsic religiosity and perceived 
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psychological risk is only confirmed in the social websites scenarios. Moral potency 
strengthens the positive relationship between intrinsic religiosity and the perceived 
psychological risk. Based on the comparison between the four experimental conditions, it is 
observed that the conditions are effective in the relationship between intrinsic religiosity and 
psychological risk regardless of the product category. However, the effectiveness of the 
experimental conditions with extrinsically religious people is subject to the situation and the 
product category, which means that those people focus on the perceived consequences of 
each product rather than the principles of what is right and wrong. Further discussion about 
the results of the two studies and their possible reasons and implications will be in the next 
chapter. 
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Part IV: Thesis conclusion 
12 Chapter Twelve: General discussion and conclusion 
People’s levels of religiosity have noticeable impacts on their thoughts, attitudes and 
behaviours (McDaniel & Burnett, 1990). Perceived risk plays a role in facilitating marketers 
seeing the world through their customers’ eyes, and it is a powerful force in explaining 
consumer behaviour, since consumers are mostly motivated to avoid potential risk than 
maximise utility in purchasing (Mitchell, 1999). Therefore, checking the impact of religiosity 
on aspects of perceived risk has considerable implications. This chapter aims to discuss the 
key theoretical and practical implications of this thesis. Part II and III presented 
conceptualisations, analyses and results for Study One and Two along with brief discussion 
for each one. In sum, four out of six hypotheses were supported in Study One, and three out 
of seven hypotheses were supported in Study Two. The current chapter will discuss these 
findings in conjunction with the three research questions. 
This chapter will start with a brief reiteration of the research questions to re-establish the 
purpose of this thesis. Based on the results of the hypotheses and the final model (see 
Figure ‎10.10), then follows an explanation of the nature of the relationship between 
religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risks along with the moderation effect. 
Next will be a discussion of the reasons why there are not significant differences between the 
data from Saudi Arabia and the data from non-Muslim countries. Then there is a discussion 
of the four experimental conditions and their contribution to the thesis. Key contributions of 
this research to marketing theory and practice will then be addressed. Following that, the 
limitations will be acknowledged and future directions for research will be recommended. 
Finally, an overall conclusion of the thesis will be provided. 
12.1 Overall research purpose 
The main purpose of this thesis is to investigate the impacts of a consumer’s level of 
religiosity on the perception of psychological and social risk in relation to the using or 
purchasing of products that may contain controversial religious issues. Two secondary aims 
are: 1) examining whether moral potency can contribute to the main relationship between 
religiosity and risk perception. 2) testing the possibilities of the effect of religious scholars’ 
opinions upon the products or the popularity of these products to manipulate the impact of 
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religiosity on risk perception; Hence, three research questions epitomise the substance of this 
thesis: 
RQ1: What is the nature of the relationship between consumer religiosity and perceptions 
of psychological and social risk? 
RQ2: What is the role of moral potency in the relationship between consumer religiosity 
and perceptions of social and psychological risk?  
RQ3: Do religious leaders’ opinions have significant roles in the relationship between 
consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk? 
Two reformist studies were conducted to address these three questions. Discussing the 
results from the two studies will help to provide comprehensive answers for each question. 
This will help to clarify the overall theoretical contribution of the thesis. The following 
sections will address what this thesis adds in terms of what we know about the nature of the 
relationships between religiosity and perceived psychological and social risks based on the 
results of the two studies. 
12.2 Consumer religiosity and the perceived psychological and social risk 
12.2.1 Intrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and social risks 
The two studies confirm that people who tend to be more intrinsically religious are 
subject to having higher levels of psychological and social risk perception. However, the 
perceived psychological risk is more evident for intrinsic religiosity than the social risk. 
Study Two reveals that higher levels of moral potency strengthen the impact of intrinsic 
religiosity on perceived psychological risk. It also provides an increase in the level of impact 
of religiosity on perceived psychological risk than when compared to Study One.  
The results generally align with the nature of intrinsically religious people who are 
mainly concerned with protecting their internalised beliefs (Schaefer & Gorsuch, 1991), 
emotional stability, low levels of neuroticism and peace of mind (Saroglou, 2002). Therefore, 
any new product that may potentially put them outside of their religious norms will cause 
some internal instability; in other words, psychological risk. Additionally, if the intrinsic 
religious motivation is supported by high levels of moral potency, the perceived 
psychological risk that might be caused by such products becomes more pronounced. This 
aligns with what previous research has confirmed about solid connections between intrinsic 
religiosity and ethics or morality (e.g. Chen & Tang, 2012; Geyer & Baumeister, 2005; 
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Putrevu & Swimberghek, 2012; Singhapakdi et al., 2013; Vitell et al., 2007). The increase in 
social risk perception with intrinsically religious people is due to the submissive nature of 
their personality (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013; Wiebe & Fleck, 1980). Nevertheless, 
psychological risk is caused by intrinsic religiosity more than by social risk. 
12.2.2 Social extrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and social risks 
In regards to social extrinsic religiosity, the two studies confirm that people with higher 
social extrinsic religiosity are subject to having lower levels of perceived psychological risk. 
On the other hand, these people are subject to having higher levels of perceived social risk. 
Socially extrinsic people normally use religion to achieve ordinary social, business or 
political goals (Chen & Tang, 2012). Any positive thoughts about a product that may be 
socially rejected due to religious reasons must be carefully considered. This explains the 
reason for the positive association between social extrinsic religiosity and perceived social 
risk. Acting in good conscience about the rightness or wrongness of the usage of any product 
based on religious norms is not a behaviour observed with socially extrinsic people. They are 
only concerned about serving their own interests by using religion for show rather than truly 
living their religion (Chen & Tang, 2012). This explains the negative association with 
psychological risk.  
Study Two reveals that moral potency does not affect any of the associations between 
social extrinsic religiosity and the perceived social and psychological risk. This aligns with 
what is previously confirmed, that there is a lack of engagement between extrinsic religiosity 
and moral and ethical beliefs (Vitell et al., 2007) and ethical intention (Singhapakdi et al., 
2013). This study adds to the literature that intrinsic religiosity has a lack of connection with 
moral potency. 
12.2.3 Personal extrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological and social risks  
Research into personal extrinsic religiosity has produced different results in the two 
studies. In Study One the relationships were not significant with the two variables, social and 
psychological, in all scenarios of FRIEND MAKER and THE LIFE. In Study Two the results 
were somewhat different. A positive relationship with psychological risk perception has been 
confirmed with the social website cases, but not with the dancing school ones. On the other 
hand, it has been confirmed that there is a positive association with social risk perception in 
all cases. The reasons for these differences are discussed in section (12.4). As these 
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relationships were tested under four different experimental conditions, the next sub-section 
will discuss how these conditions contribute to the nature of the relationship between 
religiosity and perceived psychological and social risk. The following section will discuss the 
four experimental groups. 
12.3 Discussion of the four groups of experimental conditions  
Beside the Quran and the life of the Prophet as the main source of direction for Muslim 
people, the opinions of religious scholars, or what is called among Muslims a Fatwa, have 
considerable influence on daily life (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). The expressing of 
religious scholars’ opinions is reserved for things that are not specifically stated in the Quran 
or narrated from the life or sayings of the Prophet Mohammed. These opinions, in many 
cases, are used to allow or prohibit Muslims from using specific products or services (Hashim 
& Mizerski, 2010). The examples given earlier in this thesis show that what religious scholars 
say can have influential impacts on products or services such as online sex shops (Daily Mail 
Reporter, 2013), Coca Cola packaging in Indonesia (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013) and reality 
TV in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States (Kraidy, 2009). Some people listen to religious 
scholars’ opinions carefully but do not follow them, while others follow them initially but 
then change their mind if the products gain popularity within their societal environment.  
Consequently, the relationships between the variables in this thesis were tested under four 
different conditions of levels of warning from religious scholars about certain products and 
the level of popularity of those products: (Unpopular, No warning; Popular, No Warning; 
Warning, Unpopular; Warning, Popular). Study Two confirms the existence of some 
significant differences between the four groups. The next paragraphs explain the most 
important differences found between these four groups of conditions.  
Newly launched products that receive negative warnings from religious scholars create 
the strongest positive association between intrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological 
risk. On the other hand, the already popular products that do not receive warning from 
religious scholars have the weakest, but significant, association between intrinsic religiosity 
and psychological risk perception. This describes the shift from extreme criticism and 
insecurities regarding new products at the beginning of consumer usage, to a high level of 
usage when the products become well-known and popular. 
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Specifically, because intrinsically religious people normally give more attention to the 
opinion of religious scholars than extrinsically religious people (Muhamad & Mizerski, 
2013), this study confirms that intrinsically religious people take these warnings seriously. 
This is especially true for products that are still new in the market and have not become 
widespread among the surrounding society yet. It has been shown that the constancy of an 
intrinsic religious person asking him or herself  “Am I doing the right thing” is at its highest 
point with new products that receive criticism from religious scholars. It reaches its lowest 
level with products that have already become popular and used by other people, and have 
stopped receiving evaluations from religious scholars. An important point here is that, in both 
situations, intrinsic religiosity is still a significant indicator of risk perception. This means 
religious issues should be under consideration by businesses even when their products have 
become widespread and the warnings from religious scholars have ended. 
 The positive association between social extrinsic religiosity and perceived social risk 
reaches its strongest level when an unpopular product receives a warning from religious 
scholars. However, this difference was statistically significant with the social website 
scenario FM but not with the dancing school TL. Because socially extrinsic people look for 
any social respect that they can get, the unpopularity of a product may lead them to be more 
concerned about what others will think when they use such a product. This kind of worrying 
becomes more pronounced when the unpopularity is associated with a warning from religious 
scholars. However, this is not because of the high importance of religious scholars opinions 
among socially extrinsic religious people. It is because the warning from religious scholars 
might lead to drawing the attention of others which could cause negative perceptions to be 
reflected upon the socially extrinsic religious consumer. Others here refer to people who 
listen to and react based on religious scholars’ opinions.  
The reason different outcomes have been found between the two products, FM and TL, 
could be the difference in the consumers’ ability to control their privacy in both of them. 
Although the dancing school contains more possibilities for physical meetings between males 
and females, using the service can be controlled to make it known only by other users or 
possibly relatives or friends. The expected criticism from other users is zero and normally the 
expected social critiques from close relatives and friends are low. On the other hand, social 
networking websites have significant problems, because privacy is not within the control of 
the users (Boyd, 2008; A. M. Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010). This means that the fear of having 
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information spread throughout the Internet raises the concern for socially extrinsic people, 
especially when the products are still new and the subject of a warning from religious 
scholars. 
In Study Two only, the positive association between personal extrinsic religiosity and 
psychological risk perception in the FM scenario is only confirmed with two groups; when 
the product is popular and has not been the subject of a warning from religious scholars and 
when the product is unpopular and has been warned against by religious scholars. However, 
there was no significant difference between these two groups. In TL there was no significant 
association between the personal extrinsic and psychological risk for all groups. In terms of 
the association with perceived social risk, it is confirmed for both FM and TL. However, the 
association is confirmed only in two groups: the popular product that has not been the subject 
of any warning from religious scholars; and the unpopular product that has been the subject 
of a warning from religious scholars. The association is not confirmed when an unpopular 
product is not warned against by religious scholars and when a popular product is warned 
against by religious scholars. These kinds of unanticipated findings are counterintuitive due 
to the highly situational nature of personally extrinsic religious people, which causes 
unexpected indicators from them.  
Based on the above discussion, we can adduce that the kinds of services, a social website 
or dancing school, do not affect the associations between intrinsic religiosity and perceived 
psychological risks, even when conditions are different. On the other hand, the associations 
between the two aspects of extrinsic religiosity and perceived risk have some differences 
subject to which product the participants faced when answering the question. A possible 
explanation can be gleaned from the Theory of Marketing Ethics by Hunt and Vitell (1993). 
The theory proposes that highly religious people rely on their deontological norms, which is 
the rightness or wrongness of the issue faced; while the less religious people rely on the 
teleological norms, which mainly concern the perceived consequences, the probability of 
each consequences to occur and the desirability or undesirability of those consequences. 
Aligning with this theory, but from a different perspective, this study claims that intrinsically 
religious people form their risk perception based on deontological norms, while extrinsically 
religious people form their risk perception based on teleological norms. This explains the 
variation between the products under investigation in the social and personal extrinsic tests. 
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In summary, consumers’ levels of religious motivation significantly contribute to their 
perceived psychological and social risk. Moral potency strengthens the impact of intrinsically 
motivated people on psychological risk perception. This is reflected in the clearer relationship 
between psychological risk and religiosity with the inclusion of moral potency as a 
moderator. The condition of having new unpopular products that receive warnings and 
critiques from religious scholars provides the strongest association between religious 
motivations and perceived psychological and social risk. The nature of the products plays an 
important role in forming the risk perception for extrinsically motivated people. This is due to 
their situational concern that comes from their preference of relying on teleological norms. 
Further, the slight differences between the results of the two datasets that have been collected 
from the same population can provide insights when stating the theoretical and practical 
implementations of the thesis. The next section will discuss where and why the results of the 
two studies differ.  
12.4 Insights from the differences between Study One and Study Two 
In Study Two, religiosity was found to be a more effective predictor of changes in 
perceived psychological risk when compared to Study One. Regardless of the level of 
significance of the moderation effects of the components of moral potency, the improvement 
in the level of explanation means a lot in terms of what the presence of morality along with 
religiosity can do. This means positioning statements about a concept of religiosity with 
statements about a concept of morality creates more internal concern about the usage of any 
product that may embody a religious problem. Giving the participants questions about 
morality can be considered as an activation of their moral code of conduct. This made 
participants read the scenarios more carefully than participants who jumped into the scenarios 
directly after the religiosity statements. This parallels what Ariely (2008) found on his 
controlled experiments regarding students cheating in exams. He found that recalling the Ten 
Commandments before an exam eliminated cheating completely. This also supports the 
argument of the strong link between religion and morality (Geyer & Baumeister, 2005; 
Magill, 1992). On the other hand, it refutes the argument that says religious thought is based 
only upon the disclosure of religious authorities and not connected to morality (Kohlberg, 
1981). Moral potency considerations led to some variations on how people deal with religious 
scholars’ opinions and the products’ popularity, regardless of the statistical significance of 
the moderation effects of moral potency. Again, this supports the link between religiosity and 
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morality in providing clearer descriptions of any phenomenon that involves religious 
concerns.  
Another important difference between the results of the two studies is in the relationship 
between personal extrinsic religiosity and psychological and social risk perception. To 
reiterate, in Study One there was no significant relationship, while Study Two confirmed the 
relationship except in one case. This could be due to the motivation of a personally extrinsic 
religious person to gain protection, peace and comfort (Chen & Tang, 2012; Gorsuch & 
McPherson, 1989; Laufer & Solomon, 2011; Leong & Zachar, 1990). So, an individual with 
high levels of personal extrinsic religiosity may think in intrinsically religious and 
extrinsically religious ways at the same time. He or she will behave extrinsically because of 
their using religion for personal gain, while behaving intrinsically because of their seeking of 
peace and comfort. Oscillating between these two religious motivations leads to those people 
considering the situation from more than one perspective. This means that the perceived 
psychological and social risks are subject to each personally extrinsic religious person’s 
evaluation of each situation. Hence, we see a significant association in some cases and an 
insignificant association in others. It may be said that the reason for this difference between 
the two studies is the inclusion of moral potency in Study Two. This could be a possible 
reason.  
However, because the data shows that there is no significant moderation effect of moral 
potency on the relationships between personal extrinsic religiosity and risk perception, we 
cannot advise that the difference is due to moral potency concerns. Another aspect is that 
previous research has claimed there is not a connection between extrinsic religiosity in 
general and morality (Singhapakdi et al., 2013; Vitell et al., 2007). Now, as the two studies 
were conducted in two different locales, Saudi Arabia and Western countries, the following 
sub-section will illustrate how these two different locations contribute to the thesis. 
12.4.1 Muslims in Muslim country vs. Muslims in non-Muslim country 
The possibility for interaction between religion and other cultural factors such as the 
surrounding society and language is high as religion is considered a strong cultural 
component in itself (Delener, 1990). Two people from the same religion may have different 
thoughts and attitudes because they live in different places and engage with dissimilar life-
styles or speak different languages. Because of that, data for the two studies were collected 
from two dissimilar locales in order to see the relationships between consumers’ religiosity 
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and perceived psychological and social risks in two different places where the predominant 
lifestyles are quite different.  
Nevertheless, the two studies confirm that the relationships do not differ due to the place 
where a Muslim consumer is living or due to the language he or she speaks. This is in line 
with the impact of religiosity on brand and store switching behaviours between Korean 
consumers and American consumers by Y. Choi et al. (2013). There are two possible reasons 
for this finding, one reason is generalisable outside of the Muslim religion and the other one 
might be applied only for Muslims consumers.  
The general reason is the argument of the softening of national boundaries due to 
globalisation, global transportation, media, marketing and social media (Y. Choi et al., 2013; 
Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). The other reason is, although a lot of Muslims immigrate to or 
are raised in Western countries, they prefer to remain committed to their original Islamic 
values and activities, which are mainly derived from the Quran, the Islamic holy book, and 
what has been reported about the life of the Prophet Mohammad as main sources (Bailey & 
Sood, 1993; Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Therefore, since most Muslims around the world 
have the same main sources of religious rulings, it is possible for Muslims living in different 
places to have similar associations between religiosity and perceived psychological and social 
risk. The second reason is more concrete, because the associations between religiosity and 
psychological and social risk were tested only with Muslim consumers. The first explanation 
requires data from people from more religions to be applicable. 
In Summary, reiterating the issues surrounding moral potency, along with testing the level 
of religiosity, reminds people of their ethical code, which heightens their internal concern 
about new products. This emphasis on internal concerns leads these people to carefully 
consider both warnings from religious scholars and the popularity of the products. Interaction 
between moral potency and extrinsic religiosity (social and personal) does not show a 
significant impact on risk perception and this is due to the situational mindset of extrinsically 
religious people. Personally extrinsic religious people consider situations differently than 
socially extrinsic religious people because they have intrinsic and extrinsic motivations and 
this makes the direct relationship unstable. Finally, the impact of religiosity on the perceived 
psychological and social risk is not affected by the place where Muslim consumers live or by 
the language they speak. The next section will illustrate the theoretical contributions of the 
thesis. 
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12.5 Theoretical contributions 
This thesis has made a significant and considerable contribution to the theoretical 
perspective of consumer behaviour. It is one of the very few studies that have 
comprehensively examined Muslim consumers in both conservative and open-minded 
countries. It is also the first study to examine the effects of religious factors on perceived 
psychological and social risk. It is also one of the first studies to go beyond the organisational 
behaviour context to test the moral potency constructs at the individual consumer level. 
 The first major theoretical contribution of this research is that it explains the nature of the 
impact of individual religiosity on perceived psychological and social risk when a consumer 
is confronted by products that may entail some religious problem. This explanation can be 
considered as deliberating what forms and underlies the attitude of a consumer, which 
provides good guidance to understand their potential behaviours and how to deal with them. 
Delener (1990) concluded that religions (Catholic & Jewish) and religious motivations are 
significant variables in predicting the perceived performance risk in the purchasing decision. 
This study goes further to suggest that religion (Islam) and religious motivations are 
significant variables in predicting the perceived psychological and social risks. However, 
Delener (1990) only tested people who scored high in intrinsic religiosity statements and low 
in extrinsic religiosity statements and considered them as pro-religious as well as people who 
scored low with both intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity statements and considered them non-
religious. This research proves that religious orientations are divided into three factors, 
intrinsic, social extrinsic and personal extrinsic. Distinguishing between the three 
motivational factors in terms of their impacts on perceived psychological and social risk can 
serve as a theoretical basis for future research into the impact of religiosity and other 
elements of risk perception such as time, financial and physical aspects. 
The second major contribution of this research comes from the level of explanation of the 
perceived psychological and social risk by the religiosity factors. As the levels of explanation 
were low as indicated by the scores of R2 in both studies, it is confirmed that religiosity is not 
the only predictor of consumer psychological and social risk perceptions, even when 
confronted with a product which is the subject of religious warnings. Some other personal 
attributes are also important and might be more important than religiosity in predicting 
perceived risk. This aligns with The General Theory of Marketing Ethics, which identifies 
religion as one of six personal characteristics that might influence the ethical decision making 
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process (Hunt & Vitell, 1993, 2006). The difference between this research and what the 
theory provides is that the theory focuses on situations with ethical concerns, while this 
research focuses on situations with religious concerns in an Islamic context, such as mixing 
the genders. However, the findings here show that even when consumers are confronted with 
situations that may contain a religious problem, the level of religiosity is not the only 
characteristic that affects consumer risk perception. This means that this research can serve as 
a good basis for new investigations to explain other personal attributes that may affect 
religious consumers’ attitudes when confronted with products that entail religious concerns. 
Initially, this research suggested that religious scholars’ opinions and a products’ popularity 
are possible characteristics that may impact risk perception besides religiosity. But, more 
personal characteristics can be explored to develop a more comprehensive explanation aside 
from religiosity factors. 
The third major contribution of this research is the inclusion of moral potency 
components with religiosity factors to test the possible moderating role of moral potency on 
the relationship between religiosity and consumers’ perceived psychological and social risk. 
Moral potency contributes in explaining the gap between knowing and doing what is right 
(Hannah & Avolio, 2010; Hannah et al., 2011). This research proves, theoretically, that a 
high level of moral potency interacting with a high level of intrinsic religiosity leads to higher 
levels of psychological risk perception. It also proves the ineffectiveness of the interaction 
between moral potency and the two factors of extrinsic religiosity. This supports what has 
been proven previously about the effectiveness of the engagement between intrinsic 
religiosity, ethical belief and intention, in relation to human behaviour. It also supports the 
uselessness of incorporating ethical beliefs or intention with extrinsic religiosity (Chen & 
Tang, 2012; Singhapakdi et al., 2013; Vitell et al., 2005, 2006; Vitell et al., 2007). 
One other minor contribution of this research is the confirmation of the three components 
of moral potency in a different context. As this theory is relatively new, it was recommended 
that it needed further testing in a broader array of cultural contexts (Hannah & Avolio, 2010). 
Although one item was removed from the elements that measure moral potency to improve 
the validity, this research proves that moral potency operates successfully in an Islamic 
context in multiple countries. Also, the findings of this thesis contribute to consumer 
behaviour research by examining moral potency in the consumer context for the first time. 
This may help in applying the concept of moral potency in other research in the near future. 
195 
 
Along with the above theoretical implications, this research provides some practical 
implementations to the area of marketing and consumer behaviour. 
12.6 Practical implementations 
The cluster analysis of this research shows that Muslims are mostly classified into 
intrinsically religious (scoring high in intrinsic and low in extrinsic) or socially extrinsically 
religious (scoring high in social extrinsic and low in intrinsic). In the two studies, intrinsically 
religious people were better represented than extrinsically religious people. This indicates 
that even with all the factors that may reduce the importance of religion in people’s lives, still 
there are a considerable number of people who declare their pro-religiousness. This means 
that consumers’ religiosity should not be ignored by businesses, especially with Muslim 
consumers. From this research two major practical applications can be provided. 
The first one is abbreviated in the context of educating consumers, especially before 
launching a new product to a target audience that is religious. High levels of psychological or 
social risk perceptions caused by religious influences may lead potential consumers to resist 
the product, at least in its early stage in the market. This may negatively affect the 
construction of brand image in the mind of its target consumers. Previous research has 
indicated that consumers resist innovative products when they feel that they conflict with 
their prior beliefs (Ram & Sheth, 1989). One of the solutions to this problem is educating the 
potential consumers that the possible conflict between the product and their religious beliefs 
is mistaken or easily resolved. 
To give an example, consider the fictional products that are used in this research. The 
company that is providing the social website, FRIEND MAKER, to a Muslim society may 
provide a code of conduct that is applicable to potential religious matters and clearly declare 
that these boundaries will not be crossed. It may also say that each user will need to read and 
agree with these codes upon usage or when making any new friend. The dancing school, THE 
LIFE, may also clearly declare that the connection between the two genders will be only 
during the classes and that they will be separated during the breaks. This may help in 
reducing the psychological risk perception. They may also tell their potential customers that 
the information of clients will not be given to anyone in order to reduce the social risk 
perception.  
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These types of clear declarations can educate the customers and alleviate some perceived 
risk. In educating consumers, the marketer should state the rightness of the usage of the 
product from a religious point of view in order to convince intrinsically religious people, who 
always rely on the deontological norms. The marketer should also state that there will be no 
negative consequences for consumers when they use the particular product in order to 
convince extrinsically religious people, who are relying on the teleological norms and 
looking at the possible future impact on themselves. The problem with educating potential 
consumers is that it can be a slow and laborious process (Ram & Sheth, 1989). It also does 
not guarantee the reduction of risk perception. Therefore, there may need to be extra support 
to be most effective. Findings of this research indicate the importance of religious scholars’ 
opinions with both intrinsically and extrinsically religious consumers. The support that is 
required besides the education of consumers may come from religious scholars themselves.  
The second major impact as regards practical implementation is in the benefits of 
corporate associations with religious scholars. Previous research indicates that consultation 
with religious scholars helps marketers to understand a ruling on a particular product and 
learn the possible reasons why that product might be prohibited (Muhamad & Mizerski, 
2013). This research indicates that warnings from religious scholars are most highly effective 
during the entry stages of the product into the market, and stay effective in some situations 
even after the product becomes popular. This means that collaboration with religious scholars 
should go beyond mere consultation in order to obtain a recommendation rather than a 
warning. This idea can be applied in two ways: direct and indirect. 
The direct way is to have some famous religious scholars as ambassadors of a particular 
product by affixing their signatures to certify that a particular product is compatible with the 
religious ruling and does not contain any potential conflict. This way is successfully used in 
banking services that target Muslim consumers. However, it can be extended to be used with 
other products. For example, in FRIEND MAKER, the company might ask a religious 
scholar to issue a decree supporting the website after giving him a full explanation about the 
product and adhering to all of his recommendations and conditions. The company then could 
use this decree to educate potential consumers about the approval of the scholar. 
The indirect way could employ concentrated public relations efforts targeting religious 
scholars. These efforts aim to persuade religious scholars about the benefits of their product 
and the effort being made to avoid any potential religious conflict. For instance, in FRIEND 
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MAKER, the company could invite religious scholars to create profiles for themselves before 
the official launch to try the benefits of the product and to listen to their opinion about the 
service. In THE LIFE, the company could visit some religious scholars and inform them 
about the exact benefits of their service and listen directly to their opinions and then deal with 
them by modifying some aspect that might have caused religious concern. This idea will 
provide the school with a couple of areas of assistance. First, when religious scholars hear 
from the service provider about the school before hearing from any other sources, they will 
hear only the truth without extra deleterious information that could have been added by 
overenthusiastic religious people. Second, religious scholars might appreciate this contact 
from the business and reflect this appreciation to their followers or express it on their 
websites or their social media accounts like their Facebook pages or Twitter accounts. The 
next section provides the limitations of this research.  
12.7 Research limitations 
There are some limitations recognised in this research. The first one is that the model of 
the relationships between religiosity and the perceived risk was only tested in a Muslim 
context. Although widely accepted scales were used to measure all the variables of the model, 
there is a possibility that the findings are limited to Muslim consumers. Implementing the 
model with consumers from other religions such as Christianity and Judaism will improve the 
generalizability, and it will provide wider insights about religion and perceived risk. Also, 
comparing between religions with regard to risk perception will help marketers to make 
specific considerations for each religion-specific market segment. 
A second limitation is that Muslims from Australia, Canada, New Zealand, the United 
Kingdom and the United States are grouped in this research as being from “Western 
countries”. Although, all of these countries speak the same language and represent the 
modern westernised life-style, each of them has unique cultural perspectives and lifestyles. 
However, because of the difficulty of obtaining a large enough sample from one country, it 
was considered reasonable to consider them as one homogenous group of Muslims. 
Interestingly, and related to this issue is that the results of this research did not differentiate 
Muslims who have grown up in West from Muslims who have migrated from Muslim 
countries. This research initially tried to compare between newly converted Muslims and 
people who were born as Muslims, but not enough data were collected from the new Muslims 
due to the difficulty of contacting them and also due to the sensitivity of the subject. 
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A third limitation is related to the scenarios. This research applied a careful procedure to 
develop the experimental scenarios and to assign participants into different scenarios. All 
scenarios were developed and revised in English under academic supervision. Blinded 
translation processes were applied to produce Arabic text using a professional translator. 
After translation, participants from the potential target groups were asked to read the 
scenarios in English and Arabic and give their feedback. Each participant was assigned 
randomly to a scenario. However, the possibility of having participants who did not 
understand the scenarios still existed. Many Muslims in the West come from different places 
around the world, mainly from the developing world, and the languages they speak in their 
homes are not English. This means they have a poorer grasp of the English language, which 
may affect their understanding of the scenarios. 
The final limitation is related to measurement validation. Although there were high and 
significant levels of factor loadings on each construct, Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
results were not in the acceptable level for religiosity constructs, moral ownership or moral 
efficacy. This means that convergent validity was an issue when measured with this more 
stringent criterion than just factor loading significance. However, the usage of only factor 
loadings as a test to secure convergent validity is widely accepted (Bollen, 1989). Another 
related limitation is the discriminant validity issue with the moral potency constructs. 
Maximum Shared Variance (MSV) results were more than AVE for each of the moral 
potency factors, which means there was a discriminant validity problem due to the high 
correlation between moral courage, moral ownership and moral efficacy. However, since all 
of these correlations did not reach the limit of .85, it is claimed that the minimum level of 
discriminant validity is reached (Kline, 2005), which means that each moral potency 
construct represents a unique and different concept from others.  
In addition, the non-factorability and low reliability of the social risk perception construct 
has resulted in the usage of a single-item construct. This means that there is a need to develop 
stronger and more representative and consistent items that measure perceived social risk. The 
next section will illustrate some future directions of research which come from this thesis. 
12.8 Future directions 
As is the circumstance with many research projects, more questions are raised that need 
to be answered afterwards. This thesis is no different. First, as moral potency was 
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conceptualised as a moderator of the impact of religiosity on perceived risk, other 
possibilities of a direct relationship between religiosity and moral potency have not been 
considered in this thesis. Therefore, a theoretical framework can be developed and tested in 
future investigations considering this matter. Further, moral potency can be tested as a new 
part of The General Theory of Marketing Ethics as a variable covering the gap between 
ethical judgment, intention and behaviour for consumers who are confronted with ethical 
problems. 
Second, the association between religiosity and perceived psychological and social risk 
can be tested in different contexts such as other religions or countries. The results from this 
research, which conclude that there is no difference due to the place where a Muslim 
consumer lives, raises a concern about the exact reason for that. Therefore, further 
investigation about the lifestyles of Muslims around the world is needed. Specifically, in-
depth interviews with Muslims from different places asking them about dealing with products 
with religious issues and how they respond to religious scholars’ opinions will help to 
provide a wider understanding about this issue. Other possible research investigating the 
impact of globalisation and modern communication on the relationship between consumers’ 
religiosity and consumer behaviour is indicated. 
Third, as this research focuses on psychological and social perceived risk, it can be 
extended in the future by including all elements of perceived risk, like financial, time, 
physical and performance risk. Performance risk may also be tested in the Muslim context 
only because performance has been tested for Jewish and Catholic contexts (Delener, 1990). 
This may advance the literature by providing a comprehensive explanation about the 
association between religiosity and the overall perceived risk. 
Fourth, as the demographic factors were not among the main focuses of this thesis, future 
research may consider demographic issues relating to religiosity and risk. Although the result 
shows that the model of the association between religiosity and risk is not different between 
the genders, other factors like educational level or age group can be a significant factor in 
terms of moderating the relationship between religiosity and risk. Further, lifestyle and social 
class can also be important factors in this relationship. For instance, what is the possible 
difference between an intrinsically religious person who lives an affluent life style and 
another intrinsically religious person who lives a poorer life style? 
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Fifth, this research showed participants fictional products and tested their risk perception 
based on their thoughts about them in particular situations. Testing the association between 
religiosity and the perceived risk by using scenarios that include real products or brands 
might lead to further beneficial insights. However, it will be a challenge for researcher to 
control the process in order to avoid the biases of liking or disliking any particular brand. 
Also, the research should include national and multinational products in a homogenous 
population. 
Finally, this research proves that the consumers’ level of religiosity is not the only cause 
of consumer risk perception. It is worthwhile for new research to explore and identify other 
factors that cause high levels of risk perception, when seeing products that include religious 
problems. Some of these factors can be adopted from The General Theory of Marketing 
Ethics such as: kind of value system, informal norms, strength of moral character and ethical 
sensitivity. Other factors could come from other basic personality concepts like egoism, 
embarrassment and individuality. The next section will provide a conclusion for the overall 
thesis. 
12.9 Thesis conclusion 
Religions have always played conspicuous roles in the formation of knowledge systems, 
values and norms (Swimberghe et al., 2011). Academics have highlighted the important role 
of religion in consumer behaviour, however, it is also recognised there remains little research 
investigating the impact of people’s religiosity on the processes of their consumption 
behaviour (Muhamad & Mizerski, 2013). Risk perception is an influential part of consumer 
behaviour because consumers are more enthused towards avoiding potential problems than 
maximising the benefits of using a particular product (Mitchell, 1999). Exploring the impact 
of consumers’ religiosity on their risk perception would improve the theoretical 
understanding of the association between religiosity and purchasing behaviour.  
As prior research has only investigated the influence of religiosity on one dimension of 
perceived risk (perceived performance risk) this study extended the body of knowledge in 
this field by investigating the association between religiosity and two more dimensions of 
risk perceptions (psychological and social). The investigation was specific to situations when 
a consumer confronts products that are the subject of controversial religious warnings. It also 
investigated the possible moderating role of a new concept called moral potency. As this 
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concept was created to cover the gap between knowing and doing what is right, it was 
conceptualised to interact with religiosity to improve the explanation of the impact on 
perceived risk. Further, participants in this research were put into four different experimental 
situations where the products they see were either the subject of a warning from religious 
scholars or not, and whether they are popular among relatives and friends or not. Each 
situation was represented by two fictional scenarios in two different languages, English and 
Arabic. 
Based on the substantive literature review and with insight from The General Theory of 
Marketing Ethics, several hypotheses were developed from a post-positivist philosophical 
perspective. These hypotheses were tested with Muslim consumers living in Saudi Arabia or 
in any of six English-speaking Western countries. The investigation was done twice, once 
without any mention of moral potency statements and once with an inclusion of moral 
potency statements. 
The results presented in Chapter Four and Five and discussed in Chapter six have 
provided evidence that the three research question of this thesis were answered properly. The 
thesis developed a model that helps explain the impact of each factor of the religious 
motivations on perceived psychological and social risk. Highly intrinsic religious consumers 
tend to perceive higher psychological risk. A high level of moral potency strengthens this 
association between intrinsic religiosity and psychological risk. Further, highly intrinsically 
religious people also tend to perceive higher social risk, but this perception is always weaker 
than for psychological risk perception. Socially extrinsic religious consumers tend to have 
less psychological risk but more social risk perception. Personally extrinsic religious 
consumers are very situational and their risk perception is varied and depends on the 
circumstance they are in or the product they see. 
Moral potency statements worked as a reminder of moral codes and led participants to 
read the scenarios more carefully. This was reflected in the differences between the four 
groups as revealed under the experimental conditions. In the first study there was no 
significant difference, but the second study shows that there are some significant differences. 
Consumers who face warnings from religious scholars for unpopular products have the 
strongest relationship between intrinsic religiosity and perceived psychological risk. 
Consumers who are confronted by popular products that are not the subject of warnings from 
religious scholars show the weakest significant association between intrinsic religiosity and 
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psychological risk perception. This confirms the theoretical perspective that intrinsically 
religious people are more dependent on religious rulings (deontological norms) in most or all 
of the circumstances. On the other hand, the differences between the experimental conditions 
in the social and personal extrinsically religious consumers are dependent on the product in 
the scenario. This means that they mostly look at the potential consequences of each case 
while relying on teleological norms. 
The final model of this research can be used as a basis for further investigation about the 
association between religiosity and perceived risk with consumers belonging to different 
religions. Also, the successful operation of moral potency at the consumer level will open up 
the usage of this concept in future research into consumer behaviour. Finally, this thesis is 
important, as it provides a vital step towards developing models and theory explaining the 
influence of religiosity on overall risk perception. It also is a starting point towards 
developing theories explaining other causes of consumers’ perceived risk beside a level of 
religiosity when consumers face products with religious problems.  
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14 Appendices 
14.1 Letter of permission for using moral potency items 
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14.2 Measures 
14.2.1 Religiosity 
 
  
  I definitely 
disagree 
I tend to 
disagree 
Neither 
Agree/disagree 
I tend 
to agree 
I definitely 
agree 
R1N Religion is especially important to me because it answers many questions 
about the meaning of life. 
1 2 3 4 5 
R2N The prayers I say when I am alone carry as much meaning and personal 
emotion as those said by me during services 
1 2 3 4 5 
R3X A primary reason for my interest in religion is that my Mosque has 
congenial social activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
R4X One reason for me being a member of a Mosque is that such membership 
helps to establish a person in the community 
1 2 3 4 5 
R5N Quite often I have been keenly aware of the presence of God or the divine 
being 
1 2 3 4 5 
R6N My religious beliefs are what really lie behind my whole approach to life 1 2 3 4 5 
R7X Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious consideration 
influence my everyday affairs 
1 2 3 4 5 
R8N It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious thought 
and meditation 
1 2 3 4 5 
R9X The mosque is most important as a place to formulate good social 
relationships 
1 2 3 4 5 
R10X What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune 
strike 
1 2 3 4 5 
R11N I read the literature and books about my faith 1 2 3 4 5 
R12N If I were to join a Mosque group, I would prefer a Koran study group 
rather than a social fellowship 
1 2 3 4 5 
R13X It does not matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral life 1 2 3 4 5 
R14N I try to carry my religion over into all other dealings in life 1 2 3 4 5 
R15N If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend the services at the 
mosque 
1 2 3 4 5 
R16X Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in 
order to protect my social and economic interests 
1 2 3 4 5 
R17X Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important 
things in my life 
1 2 3 4 5 
R18X I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray 1 2 3 4 5 
R19X The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life 1 2 3 4 5 
R20X The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection 1 2 3 4 5 
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14.2.2 Moral potency 
Think about your typical actions and rate your level of agreement with how each 
statement below applies to your behaviour. A score of (1) is strongly disagree, and a score of 
(5) is strongly agree: 
 
I will Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree/disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
confront my peers if they commit an unethical act 1 2 3 4 5 
confront a leader if he/she commits an unethical act 1 2 3 4 5 
always state my views about ethical issues to my leaders 1 2 3 4 5 
go against the group's decision whenever it violates my 
ethical standards 
1 2 3 4 5 
assume responsibility to take action when I see an unethical 
act 
1 2 3 4 5 
not accept anyone in my group behaving unethically 1 2 3 4 5 
take charge to address ethical issues when I know someone 
has done something wrong 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
When you think of your knowledge, skills, and abilities, indicate your level of confidence 
in your ability to accomplish each statement below. A score of (1) is not at all confident, and 
a score of (5) is totally confident: 
 
I will Not at all 
confident 
Moderately confident Totally 
confident 
confront others who behave unethically to resolve the issue 1 2 3 4 5 
readily see the moral/ethical implications in the challenges I 
face 
1 2 3 4 5 
work with others to settle moral/ethical disputes 1 2 3 4 5 
take decisive action when addressing a moral/ethical decision 1 2 3 4 5 
determine what needs to be done when I face moral/ethical 
dilemmas 
1 2 3 4 5 
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14.2.3 Risk Perception 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 I definitely 
disagree 
I tend to 
disagree 
Neither 
Agree/disagree 
I tend to 
agree 
I 
definitely 
agree 
The thought of going to THE LIFE would make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE gives me a feeling of unwanted 
anxiety 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
1 2 3 3 5 
If I go to THE LIFE, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my 
peers 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
1 2 3 3 5 
My visits to THE LIFE would make me look foolish by some 
people whose opinion I value 
1 2 3 3 5 
 I definitely 
disagree 
I tend to 
disagree 
Neither 
Agree/disagree 
I tend to 
agree 
I 
definitely 
agree 
The thought of going to THE LIFE would make me feel 
psychologically uncomfortable 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE gives me a feeling of unwanted 
anxiety 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE causes me to experience 
unnecessary tension 
1 2 3 3 5 
If I go to THE LIFE, I think I would be held in higher esteem by my 
peers 
1 2 3 3 5 
The thought of going to THE LIFE causes me concern because 
some friends would think I was just being showy 
1 2 3 3 5 
My visits to THE LIFE would make me look foolish by some 
people whose opinion I value 
1 2 3 3 5 
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